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Foreword

N

This final report of the 1974-75 Florida Right to Read

o
i

Effort Staff Development Program is prov1ded in order to share /

{

w1th interested Citizens an evaluation of our staff development °

"[ERJXZ

A i Tox: Provided by ERIC

" the reportAwith you.

programé$ The first two seCtions of'this report give background
1nformation about the National Right to Read Effort as well as

the Florida Right -to Read Effort.' This information should prove

helpful to the person who is unfamiliar with the’program or as a

summary for persons.wishing to share information on Right to Read

- 'with others.

The third’section_summarizes the feedback received from -

;administrators,‘reading.contacts,vand teachers participating in the’

|

1974~ 75 #taff development program -The éeparate responses for each

group cTn be found in Appendices A, B, and C.
Th? information gleaned from this evaluation has been utilized
to make-modifications in the l975-76 Florida Right.to Read staff

develop‘ent program.. With these thoughts in mind, we,wish_to share

W
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A o R Martha Cheek
. - Coordinator,

Florida Right to Read Effort
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'THE NATIONAL|RIGHT TO\READ- EFFORT

: TheVNational Right to Read Effort materi,:lzed in response

" to a decade of educational erries, assessments, and concerns

ement of Americaﬁ citizens.. Throughout

the l960's, several national stud1es and reg10na1 surveys attempted

regarding the reading achi

. to evaluate’ the state of the art of read1ngfon the nat10na1 scene.
. _ .

The resultlng statistics 1nd1cated the follow1ng.

R

(1) One out of every four elementary students was found in . °
need of speC1a1 readlng ass1stance. -

(2) oOf the 700, ,000 students who drop out of school annually,
" the majority were found to. be reading two or more years
belowoablllty :
(3) The Harrls Poll 1dent1f1ed 18 5 million adu1ts (16 Jyrs.
s of age or older) as functional illiterates. Performance
on commonly acknowledged daily tasks evinced inability.
‘to functionally cope with social living skills necessary
for survival in today's soc1ety. e
These results not only underscoredgthe severity of the problem
while identifying several mitigating reasons for various pockets
of’faﬁlure, but also tranformed initial concerns into éositiVe
action steps. : : - ',’ 4
one of these positive action steps was the development of
the National Right to Read. Effort which was conceptualized in 1969"

by the former United.States.Commissioner of Education, Dr. James E.

- Allen, Jr. ‘dr. Allen's speech to the Association of State Boards

of Education on Sentember 23,.1969.”cited variong statistics synthesizing .

'

_the reading deficiencies throughout the United States and initiating a

challenqufor'the next decade:

(4

(1) Those who do not gain the-ability to read in' the course
of their early education lack a skill necessary to all
other areas of learning and are being denied a fundamental
educatlonal right- the right to read.

(2) Therefore, I am herew1th proclalmlng my bellef that we
’ should immediately set for ourselves the goal of assuring
that by the end of ‘the 1970's the r1ght to read sha11 be

a reality for a11...’and g !
| - .
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Right to Read is created.

(3) I am calling £q¥ @ total national cempitment to and
involvement in the’ achievement of the "rlght ito read"
goal .

Thus, the‘ambitious goal of Right to Read, universal literacy

fqr all able Americans, was formulated. Specifically; Right to

<

‘Read would work to increase functional 1iteracy 'so tﬁatdby 1980,

S

.90% of the United States population 16 years of age and older and

"99% of those under 16 years of age would possess the reading skills

and competenc1es~essent1a1 for an effective and productive life.

r

. FROM A GOAL TO A NATIONAL THRUST TO A ROLE

From the goal - universal literacy for all - emergedfa philoso-
phical campaign encouraging nation-wide interest, commitment, and

positive :involvement of all facets of society- to prevent, correct,

and thereby eradicate illiteracy. Believing that the academic

o
[l

knowledge, huiman- capability and technological resources were avail-

2

able ‘with which to SOlVe this reading crisis in America, the role

' of Right to Read emerged. This role would be‘to function as a

“catalystic agent through which processes, products, and promising

practices related to reading are.idehtified and disseminated -in such
a way t%at the resources .are_ utfti_ﬁd'ln the most effiCient manner
posSible. Thus maximum leverage for multiplvinq the-efforts of

\

)" LY A . v

The Multiplier Effect Has Several Dimensions:

First, Right to 'Read is conceived$of'as a effort in which all

members of society have the responsibility to help eliminate

‘illiteracy. These members are partners in, the Right'to Read Effort.

Secondly, resources are not used to buy one-shot services. Instead,

resources are used frequently for such'activities as training trainees’

and ‘those activities that will have the most pervasive multiple effect

a
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in achleV1ng nght to Read goals. The multipler effect, Right;to i

Read s chlef asset, is enhanged then by us1ng resources in those :
B .,-A.\"
Right to Read activities whlch provrde for the Qreatest possible

transmission of knowledge and skills from the'national,'state, and

local levels of the effort.‘ By training atball levels, the know-

ledge-and skills to_elimiﬁate.illiteracy are passed on to hundreds

or thousands of individuals within a community or city.

The harnes51ng of human and financial resources W1th1n a
.
'communlty, state, and a nation, creates ‘an "umbrella" under Wthh
L

f

Iy

all reading and related activities qoordinate to prevént potentlal

FOAALEMARLAR AR ANN

rograms with separate 1deas, goals, and resources into a COheSlVe

unlt, ‘a unit united tQ achleve the -Right to- Read goal - unlversal

. literacy for all. -

© L

o In essence; Right to Read is not a "program" in the

Vi

) r It is a concept, a catalyst, °

a svstematic planning process,. and an "umbrella effect" which

enlists, stimulates, and attempts to facllltate the cooperatlve

efforts of all - both the professlonal and la1ty - to join forces

in brlnglng to® every c1tlzen the Sklll and joy of belng able to read

(Seerpage 4 for an organlzatlonal chart of nght~to Read)




THE FOLLOWING CHART ILLUSTRATES THE ORGANIZATION R ’
OF THE FLORIDA RIGHT TO READ EFFORT
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- : RIGHT. TO READ IN FLORIDA

<«

ik S ~ During the periods of 1972-1973 and,.1973-19_74, ‘the Florid
Riéht to Read ngcrt'develcped and innitiated plans for eradi ating
iliiteracy'as Weil as preventing the develcpnent pfAnotentia
:problems in young réaders. These plans were:through the' copperation
of many agenc1es w1th1n the Department of Education, legls_ators,

lay people, and other educators, and served to extend and/ expand

;the staff deVeiopment concepts and diagnostic—prescripti,eV |

.procedures being developed in Florida's sixty-seven.sch ol . . ' /

~r
——

distriets. ' ‘ _ S 'a}
In 1971 1972, the Florlda nght ‘to Read- Ad%lsory CounC1l, ’ S

was. establlshed and had a sllght change in membersh1 in 1972—1973

as well as an 1ncrease from sgxteen~to tWenty-four embers, Since - /

July 1, 1973, this council has formead seven task £ rces. The seven

task fgrces are: - o : /, S ' A
1. Criteria for Excellence in Reading / . o -
2. ' Dissemination of Latest Research in Readlng

3. Publicity - , v : , ]

4. .Guidelines for Evaluatlng Teachlng Materlals - . i s
5

6

7

. Local Coordination with Adults, Schools, Media i
. Guidelines for. Reading/lLanguage Arts Personnel /
. Guidelines for WOrkshops for Training Volunteers L /

As a result of a 1972 leglslatlve mandate, all of the sixty? f : / .
seven d1str1cts have general advisory counc1ls for each of the1r | [

v . : schools.' Addltlonally, seventeen d1str1cts have operatlonal local

;

Right to Read advisory councils. These.adV1sory councils servef /

for securing community 1nvolvement in decision maklng for all areas‘

©
‘o - ’ ! /

. - . .of the curriculum. : o a I o - /

Dur1ng th1s same perlod, each of the- sixty-seven schooL dlstrﬁcts

@

had a nght to Read contact person who was app01nted by the dlSt7lCt

) . o

superlntendent Stlll functlorlng in this capac1ty, th;ge peoplﬁ/have ) o |
/ .

kY ’ . - ! /
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.~ made in eight school dist

- served as the reading/language'arts supervisors for the district

and have had the responsibility for developing and. coordinating the

Jd
district s reading program. #~ '

In September, 1973 Governor Reubiﬂ Askew proclaimed 1973 1977

/

as Right to Read years in Florida and equested that all Citizens

JOin in the effort to eradicate 1llit?racy..To add impetus to this

-

proclamation, Secretary ‘of state Riﬁhard Stone and Commissioner of

@ o
.

Education Floyd-Christian sponsored a tworday reading conference
to provide legislators, district s?éerintendents, school’ board e

;chairmen, Right to Read contact p ple, reading superVisorﬁ ‘univer-

sity professors, and 1nv1ted guests from the lay public with infor-

mation on eleven successful rea ‘ng programs from throughout the
nation.e Inﬁaddition, the confexence-program included‘a panelxoh
analySis of reading program cost effectivenesy‘as mellvas several

f .
speakers who outlined the xo of various groups Such‘as the legisla-i
ture, P.T.A., medical profes ion,]school supérintendents, etc., in
‘developing an effective schgol, district, and state reading program.
choolqyear,ba more concentrated effort was

4

During the 1973 1974

-

icts involving sixty elementary, secondary, “

I

) and adult schools and ceﬂters. This plan involved the deveiopment of a ’
, , S

staff development model'for maximizing the use of trained‘reading/
language arts reso;rce %eachers Within the school system._“Each .
district declared reaging as its top priority, app01nted a Right to_

Read adVisory counCii and agreed to be actively involved in a’
/

‘minnmum of 240 hours of staff deVelopment prOVlded by the Florida
Right to Read office and district level reading superVisors.

The superv1s$rs prOVided staff: development to reading/language arts
resource teachers in designated schools, vThese resource teachers,
. R _ . K . .

{
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@

in turn, worked with teachers &nd studlents in all classrooms to

o
-]

’ensure that reading skills were taught in a context which was

usable in all acaiv1ties which required reading, This staff

.development, at three levels, had a multiplier effect in that the,

" equip persons to train others in techniqdés,for4developing a

student needs. - o : o . - “

district SupérV1soer0uLd continue to train other reading/language

arts resqurce teachers tonmeet theogoal of one person for/every
e

four hundred students, and the resource teachers,could continue t

©

<

give assistance to the classroom teacher in meeting_the individual

[

.y - . ~‘°

4 RIGHT TO READ IN 1974 - 1975 . °

To continue the‘progress being made through the Florida Right

o

to Read Effort, the plans for 1974 - 1975 placed more emphasis on
indepth training through staff deveiopmentAWorkshops for the Right

to Read contact‘persons,°principals, superintendents, supervisors,
.o ' s ' I
reading resource teachers, and classroom teachersﬂthroughout the
) ‘ ’ . IR

4»\"‘ d

: : 2, i
state. This staff development a 1med speCiflcally at a continuous,

systematic, ‘and sequential program, so that“subsequent sessions Ruilt

on information gained in previous sessions was used to better

total school reading programf _
&
Technical assistance teams were formed to prOVide reginnal

©

rrrrrr

o

trainwng in order to increase the amount of avallable staffadevelop—'

/ ,

/

L

menta The teams assisted in conducting staff development training

N ¢
sessions which were conducted in each of five geographic regions.

e . |

- Members of the Right to Read technical assistance teams were

o

selected from the Deparéhent of Education, universgty, and school

district staff who had expertise invthe areas of ; eading skills,
- A . : ’ '

diagnostic—prescriptive instruction, change agent skills) organization

e,
L

¢




s

‘and administration of the readingtprogram, the role of the admini- ‘ N
. ) n. .' E
stration in the reading program, adult basic education, and teach-

R
L . -

ing reading in the content areas.
, . .

The staff development sessions were open to all sixty-seven

school districts in Florida.. Invitations to join the Florida Right

. o - s .
" to Read Effort were sent to all district supérintendents, who, in

. turn, notified all school principals. The principal and school

faculty jofntly made the decision for participation. Once-the . - .

s decision was made to take part in the Right'to.Read staff develop-

v

ment t;aining, these schools were considered:partic;pating Right to
head schools, and the1r attendance was expected at each session :
held in their reglon. Those 1n attendance could then ass1st in

the staff development training of the staffs in their schools.

kg L4

The staff development sessions faor l974 - 1975 were as follows:

. _ , , . It . ‘
¥ -;- . A. Administrators . -
- ' PART I (3 Days) S -
v Topics discussed: (1) The Right to Read Staff )

. Development Program
(2) The School. Meeds Assessment in,';» ) .

. N ' o a- f ) . Readlng/* : . T
5. ’ ‘ ‘e o , (3) 'Readjng in ‘the Total Currlculum -
. o (4) Implementing a Developmental
' ¢ ' T Reading Program )
Y o . o ~ (5) The Administrator's: Role in the .
. . - _ Reading Program
) ) ) ~ (8) The Role of the Readlng/Language
’ ' Arts Resource Teacher ”
SRR PART IT (2 Days) ~““11“j'“ . | ‘/
A-~wﬁWH‘~Aﬁ4-u_$c£u£x;4ikscussadw*——-#-~¢l¥wwHOW~Are—ﬂﬂuduyse694ng? e g e e T
(2) Right to Read Update '~ . & _ s
° . : i .
r % ' . /
'B. Reading Supervisors -
) , ' i J
PART I (2 Days)
° : Topics discussed:, - ~ (1) The Supervisor's Role in the Right

to Read Effort

e -




B . . S
t ‘ !
i
Lo o o . (Z)I’Developing'District Staff b
IR L _ ‘ AT : - Development Programs . - i h
. ot : o © (3) Right to Read "Crlterla of | )
. \\§ﬁﬁ ’ . ; . __— S EXCellence" - o :
‘ S . o o S o ) o ) . -
R : PART II (2 Days) S e, . , .
' L ' Topios discusseil: Summarizedtact1v1t1es to date and "{'
: ‘ L asslsted in developlng plans for 1975~
o I
“;_.: . 1976. "’ . . -
C. School Readlnngeachers or Read;gg/ﬂanguage Arts Resource
Teachers = - ] ; L
" PART I (3 Days)
. Tobics d;scussedﬁ . « =~ (1) The Role of the School Readlng
’ afgf:“‘ o S L : Teacher R 5
e, I Lo . (2) The Right to Read Staff Develop- 3
. K i e o ment Program . : >
R . ' . oL - (3) Change Agent Skills Needed by the
.7 : : o - " Reading Teacher
. {4) Ideas for Getting the Year 601ng :
° in "Your" Direction : ‘.
PR _— PART II (3 Days) . ST ' S
. E vr;;f”". . e | . . . . } . . B
Py o . ) @ = ot
; ~ Topics discussed: : (ry Classroom Organlzatlon and Manage—
, . T : ment_JIdeas . = e
B . S ' 2 @ Dlé/fss1on of. Successes and’ Prob—
' G e .+ .. lems to Date )
PART III (3 Days) e R
. o rToplcs dlscussed- o (1) 'Reading;in the Schcolféufficulum‘?- a“'v
e L : ~ % % (a) - Reading .in the Content Areas '
o : . SR - . (b) Correlating Reading -and
: Ll s - o Language Arts '  °
7 (2) Dlscusslon of Successes and Prob- s
. lems ‘to Date _ Lo
PART. IV (3'Days) . = <. " ; RS
o B - o poics discussed: - _ (1) = Language Arts in_.the_El!EInenta'rY )
IR o ) N . o School (for elementary)
.o A o (2) .Reading. in the Content. Areas "
: : e w0 (for secondary) '
: PART V (6 Days) e ] . |
. T o ) . . - . . . . N LY
. . ' Topi¢s discussed: (1% Reading Skills--What are They?
. s U JER | Dlagnostlc/Prescrlptlve Technlques
S ¥ ’ h ® ‘ 7 (3) . Pre=Reading ‘and Word Analy51s -
0 L o .- .+, Skills : -
- o s ) 4 ' (4) Comprehenslon ana Study Skills B
\) ‘ . ‘. ;'. ‘\.: , . .‘ '. . . 1 3 ) . . . -~ .‘
- - " : - C S . S 9




Adult Basic Education'(3 Days)

D..

,Topics'discussedr

-

Media Specialists

{ -
Topics discussed:

0

Topics discussed:

_Content Area Reading (3'

&

' '(Designed for reading supervisors,

"Right to Read contact, people, and

adult basic educatlon people in part1-.~

cipating dlstrlcts.)_Tlme was spent .
in discussing- how Right to Read =

and adult basic education -can work
together and formulating some specific
ideas for working together. This

was held in two areas of the. state .
_rather than in specific regions.

N ®

(2 Days)

N

“

(Des1gned for dlstrlct media spec1a11sts

in participating districts and media
specialists in-participating’ schools.)
" Received spec1f1c -instruction as to
their role in the Florida R1ght to
Read Effort.
R

Days)

(These sessions: were des1gned to train
" subject area - teachers in reading skills
appropridte to their specific areas.)

, , " Representative teachers' from each parti-
e ' : - ‘ cipating school were. g1ven practical
: _ o o ", ideas to share with other teachers <n
. o S - “the school..

e o " In addition to the staff.development workshops, which were
) o .

limited to part1c1pat1ng school personnel R1ght to Read sponsored

K

;ﬁ Vone-day drlve-ln workshops whlch were open to all persons. The -

drive—in sessions are designed tO'further,assist'districts in their
The drive-in workshops for 1974 - 1975 covered

-

inservice programs.
.. : ‘, o L & - Y
eleven topic, areas:

Diagnostic—Prescriptive§Instruction

1. i
2. Classroom Organization and Management
3. 'Kindergarten. and Reading - ©
: 4. Ideas for Readlng in the Elementary and Secondary School
5. Comprehension and Study skills
6. . Word Apalys1s Skills
o 7.. Correlating Reading and Language Arts
T 8. Reading and the Nen-English Speaking Student
- 9. Evaluatlng Instructional Material |
~ . : 10. Volunteers in the Reading Program ’ ’
- The Florlda Catalog of Readlng ObJectlves

11.

14

10




. SUMMARY
 EVALUATION RESULTS

[

: : - e ; - ' . v ; :
L : ~ It appears evident, aftér examining the evaluations (See Appendaces

I j » IA, B, and C) of the 1974 75 Florida Riqht to. Read Effort by the rea inq
contact persons, the administrators, and the facaltv members of pa; t1c1pat1ng
Riqht'to,Read-schools, that the Florida Right_to Read Effort, for the most part,
'was snccessftl;//Eveh,with its shortcomings, it was able to accomplish much |

- of what ifését out to do;:that is, to furtherftraianlorida'edncators in the’area"y

of'readinq/lanquaoe arts in ap effort to help eradicate’illiteracy.in.Florida;

The Problems T

The one problem that seemed to dominate all other problems is the break-

down of communication among people. From the comments made on the;eyaluation

forms and the discussions with the Right to Read participants, it.appears
- evident that the lack of or breakdown of communication between the state-

' - l v
. ! . . ) : Y-S . ’
__— ’ .district, district-school, and' state-school people caused a number of mis-
understandings that can befremedied'in_the future.. The predominant communica-
}tion'problems included the following:?

»

1. Not understanding‘the'role of the state level personnel;

: Among . other responsibilities, the statetﬂevélhpersonnel areyrésponSible
for establishing a system for training the. maximum number of . educators
. in all aspects related to reading, setting up and'coordinating'workshops-;‘

o

Ca - - locations, dates,'consultants, and disseminating information to district «
.level reading contact personnel. f - -
2. Not ﬁnderstanding fheﬂrbie'ég the district contact.personnel: ]
: v — : -
- o - ‘Every connty has a district level.reading(contact person. The district

level Right to Read contact persons are respons1ble for disseminating ALL

\ -

. : information 1ssued at the state level (e N meeting locations, times, and

’

'dates) to all participating schools w1thin ‘the district and to help

A

“

EMC4 L | S -_\ 15 i | : .. - 11

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Y
3.

4.

5.

ftheuinfqrmation received at the Right<to Read workspops. . In this way,

e}

‘Department of Education, .all consultants condncting Right to’‘Read

coordinate the district's_reading programs; , v

s
1

Not understanding the role of the school principali N - : |

a The school principals are to disseminate all information received from ‘

- the district level Right to Read contact persOn to the scnool‘reading - ‘

contact person, to attend meetings'designed and scheduled for .the school

administrators, and to assist the reading,contact person in improving
.the school's reading program The‘latter inclndes providing inservice

tnne for staff development and prOV1d1ng needed f1nanc1al support (for -

materials and substithtes) and teacher supportt

Not understanding the role of the school readingpcontactﬂperson:

The school reading contact persons are.responsible for attendinglall

" "regular'ly scheduled Right to Read staff development wbrksnopstand to

o

conduct inservice training workshops for their fellow staff -members on

the'information is disseminated to more'eduoators_than_can‘be'trained

at regional workshops,‘and,the'training received_is being put to max imum-

use. . ~

@

R

Not understanding how finahces are handled at the state level:

The efforts of thekFlorida Right to Read are limited by the amount of

funds it rece1ves from the federal government. Due .to limited funding‘

!

($1e8, OOO for 1974—75), nght to Read was only’ able to pay travel and
per diem to the-principals‘and the-readlng contact persons on several, 4

[} 1

not all, occasions. (The. amount of monies for travel reinbursements was
. : a - oo R

Oregulated_by the state guidelines.) Too, since all of Right to Read

agtions must concur with the policies and_regu;ations of the Florida

5

&
*

‘workshOps.who were employed by any state agency such as a public school "4|

system or a state university were not paid any honor iums. They only

. e

N




.
~

: “ : . . . ) o E .
received travel and per diem for their work; that-is, they donated’

R

Read

‘or &istricts'received any noney from the statefRight'to Read 'office fcr

The’ changes that need to be made for the upcomlng l975 1976 nght to

a. the state office needs to mailfinformation to the districts

C. " the district contad& people need to notlfy the part1c1pat1ng nght

their time and services without‘additional pay. In‘addition, no schools

books, materials, supplies, or teachers.

| Needed Changes for 1975- l976

program can,,in fact, be made. The needed changes are. llsted below-
There needs to be‘more-effective meaﬁspfor inter- and intra- , S

communications:

s

early enough so- that the d1str1ct contact geople can notify the

part1c1pat1ng schools in time for scheduled workshops - ' .
b. [(thefstate office should mail out the following 1nformation to the
d1str1cts-

1) vdates, ‘times, and exact locations of each workshop ‘

I

" 2) “the names“of the consultants who will be conduct1ng_the
workshops .
3) an abstract or a brief outline of the contentSQof the'work—
. : * L e
shops so participants will know what.to expect' in the work-
: {\ v . . o '
. shops S . -

91

to Read schools of all the 1nformatxon 1t receives from the state
offlce-—the state;offiteudOes not send inforﬁatlon to individual . -
schools | » o _ T - | ;}

d. .the school- readlng contacts need to not1fy thelr dlstrlct level “‘

'persons as to the things they are doing in their schools and'of
their plans for attendanceAatjthe workshop . o L

e, the district level contact people need to notify the .state office

-




on the number of attendants they expect from their district at all

[+

' nght to Read workshops k
2. The school read1ng~contact'people’need to be provided planninc time to
. preéare inservice workshops for_t'eir‘staffs,:and they need to be allotted,

"y
“.

time to.conduct staff development’?nservicé;sessionSr .

n

a.- principals need to schedule t;mes for the'schoolvreading contact

" people to prepare inservice workshops for_their;staffs'

. b. principals need to schedule time ;6£ the school reading contact

‘person to conduct inservice workshops for the staff

..c. the state office should provide the readiné'contact,ﬁeoéle with

P prepared guidelines which organize and suﬁmarizé<the toﬁics dis-
’ . . “f -/

vl - !
cussed at the d1str1ct ilevel workshops. _ T\Q/f

t
SUURSEPNE S S S

3. The state level personnel shodld visit the partlclpétlng nght to Read

schools in order to provide any needed assistahce and to become aware i

A ’ , ¥ S :
. 8 v ] . , . »‘.. g . . ;
of their'inaividual needs. These needs can,then be addkessed at the

'workshops or outside consultants can be brought in tojg ve additional i

[ aid to the participating schools. ,
t e ey . Lo

"

k3

need and/or-want to attend. However, for contlnulty, they ,hould be

"
Lox

required to attend a minimum number of workshops./ g

Yo < ne i
.

£

each of the workshops. This would provide continuity and consistiency

A between the consultants doing the WOrkshops‘and between each of th regions.

. : : A\
‘6. 'The state level personnel should organize each workshop in. such a \
. ,II ) \\\

¥

way as to address the needs.of elementary, Secondary,-and adult basic\i o C

|

education téachers since each group . has 1ts individual - needs and desires:

ERIC -\ g SRR
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. i * Conclusion L o '
. o
I. » As the Florida Right to Read Effort continues, there will be additional
changes which will,need‘to he'addressed. However, as continuOUs evaluation ,
, ; dr -
- has been on901ng, it is ant;c1pated that most of tﬁese 1dent1f1ed needed changes
will be brcught about for the 1975—1976 school year. Plans are already in
'progress~for preparing toch guldelines for consultants and participants and f\
) for organlzlng separate wo;kshops for elementary, secondary, and adult kasic
‘ educatlon teachers. It 1s the desire of the Florlda Department of Educatlon
N to serve the people.in thg most efficient and effective way pOSSlble. Wlth
°\Ni " this in mind, necessary. changes will be made for the upcoming year. J\ :
S b { SN
[ v B
‘ :
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EVALUATION OF THE FLORIDA RIGHT TO, READ EFFORT

" During thehfinal session of the 1974-75 Rightcto.Read,workshops,

the school reading contact persons were asked to critically examine

" and evaluate the year's program so that the Right to Read program

for 1975-7§ could be improved. .In order to examine and evaluate

the program, the school reading contact persons; as well as adminis-
trators and faculty members from schools participating in the Florida
Right to Read Effort, were asked to complete extensive evaluation
forms and later given the opportunity to discuss their reactions. "

" The following ¢ section summarizes the results of these evaluations.

Appendix A

EVALUATION OF THEYFLORIDA 'RIGHT TO READ EFFORT BY THE SCHOOL
READING ‘CONTACT PERSONS

Y
s

@ As the. sChool'reading contact person, I have been able to

“utilize the information galned in the Right to Read staff
development ‘workshops:

Strongly: 22% : 33% ; 27% : 7% : 5% : 3% : 2% :Strongly-'
RN 2 3 ) 4 5 = 6 . 7. Disagree

Agree

Sunmary of ) . . - o
. Comments: The redding contact persons felt that
B  they were able to utlllze the informa-
-tion galned more for themselves than
to sharejw1th other faculty member since
many of the consultants were limited by
time, duties, and faculty involvement in
other programs.

@ " As the school reading contact person, I have been able to .

utilize the information gained from the Right to Read staff
.development workshops in the followlng ways: !
/ s

\ O to conduct staff development” workshops in my d1str1ct
C YES - , ‘5%
_NO- R 87%
NR (no response)' . - 9%

ex, * -
- O to conduct ‘staff development workshops in my school

 YES - . 48%
NO - L . 46
NR (no responSe) L s 6%

° 0O to provide staff development work hops for 1nd1v1dual
-departments in my school o ] .

- YES - . 51%
NO ) 43%
NR (no response) - 6%
o ) 1 7
v; .'a" i: ) %




‘ - .l. ° ‘ . . n ) = ) . . - ‘q
O to provide staff development training for individual

teachers . ’
YES . 85%
MNO ) - o 14%

< NR (no response) . 1% ’

O to improve my personal teaching skills

] YES - . . . . 97%
NO . o 1%
NR (no response) .. 2%

O to lmprove my knowledge of readlng

YES . 926%
NO , S 4%
o NR (no response) ‘ —_

Summary of
Comments: " Most school readlng contact persons were
, ' not in a position or had the time to conduct
- _ b QStaff development workshops (at the district
: level). They were, however, able to share
v ideas. gained from the Right to Read workf
;- _§hops at dlstrlct level meetlngs

/ X L ‘ ‘ Many of the reading contact persons were able
. , . " to conduct a limited amount staff déVelopment
' ~ tradning (at the school level). Most, however,

/ L were only given opportunities to share ideas "
i . o and provide handouts to_thelr,facultles( K
/ ¢ : ) . L . E A T
/ . _ : - - Most school contact persons were able to .

° LT conduct inservice training with individual
/ : : departments, grades, teams, and teachers.
The inservice training, however, was
gengrally done on an informal basis since
. ) ~ they were not alloited . spec1f1c inservice
' ' time.
o . . ’ |
In general, most of the school ‘reading. contact
persons felt that the staff development work-.
shops improved their personal teaching skills
‘ and their knowledge of reading. A small per-
_ . ' centdge of people felt that they had already
o o : :mastered the material presented at the workshops.

Tae.

@ 2s the school reading - contact person, I have organlzed and

-arranged for outside comsultants to conduct staff development Y
. workshops at my school in areas where I feel I need addltlonal \
‘assistance: . _ . ‘ i
YES 23% %’
NO \ . 68% !
: ~ NR (no response) o 11% ;
N
3 A i
_ N 18 g

RIc B AV

P e e : ‘-
. g . . . .
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 SummEry of
Comments:

Those school reading contact persons who
were not able to arrange for outside consul-

tants to come to the school to provide
additional assistance, were not able to do -
7 so due to lack of finances and the lack of

authority to request consultants.

Many

times, when consultants were suggested,
there was no follow through.

If so, who and in what area:

'Consultaﬁf?

- Dr. Billy Guice
Dr. Eleanor Todd™
Dr. Wayne Gwaltney
Dr. Anne Agnew.

" Dr. Lorrenze

" Mrs. Grace Manring

Dr. Rod Allen
Mrs. Joy Monohan

Mrs. Rosemary Ratts S e
Mrs. Jane McNulty

Dr. Eleanor Gash

Mrs. Betty De Arglis

——

Dr. Richard Culyer

Zaner Bloser

Mrs. Juanita Teaguge. .

Mrs. Sandy Ulnm

Dr. Glennon Rowell

Dr. Russ Ramsey .

Mrs. Connie Sneed -

Dr: Ed Turner

Team from University of’
Miami Desegregatlon Center

Mrs. Gloria Orr

Dr.” John Simmons’

Mrs. Beverly Bartcn -

Dr. Gloria Kuchinskas™

“Mr. Don Dinkmeyer

Mrs. Ida Bragdon - . = '~

Mrs. Georgiana Turner

Dr. William Rader -
Mrsg. Ann Levy :
Mrs. June. Johnson

Mrs. Viréinia McIntyre
Mrs. June Lynch

Mrs. Max1ne Simmons
Mrs. Gil Row

Mrs.

Mary Thomason

#
¥

Area:

Language Arts

Language Arts

‘Reading )
Individualization in Reading
Children's therature
Diagnosing

" Environmental Educatlon
{?CERO

Classroom Management'
Learning Centers
Perceptual D1ff1cult1es
Reading .
Learnlng Centers
Reading )
Word Attack, Skills

vi?evelopmental Reading

Vocabulary ‘Development’
Handwriting . @
Learning Centers

Open Library Concept
Games - Language Arts
Human Relations - .
Readlng Readlness

Readlng ' ; *®

LT

Reading .

Reading

Content Area Readlng
. Reading Games

Test Objectives
Humahistic Education
Dialécts -

Test Interpretation
Soc¢ial Studies

NAIL

NAIL ‘
Language Arts Learning Centers

—a

Eanguage Arts Learning Centers ’

‘Lélarning Centers

New Materials E

' Constructing Reading Materials

19 ¥




: S - - / : o .

® as the school reading contact person, I have been ‘able td o o
. _ develop and organize additional services to the staff as a /”
' o result of Right to Read staff development training: T / .
O peer tptoringvprogram , . T » .
. . YES .. .34% ' ; . o
NO . - " , 53% . .,
- NR (rno response) . .. 13% _
O volunteer program S e
YES ' 128%
NO S 54%
NR (no response) " . _ 18%

PR O material resource center

s _YES . : S 74% . S
O NO , 208, . °
NR (no response) o 6% : :

Summary of . .
.- Comments: Many of the schools are already using
' ' * peer tutoring programs. However, some °
, schools felt that peer tutoring was too
SN : time consuming. Other schools plan tc
initiate a peer tutoring program in the
future.

$ t
by

\ As with peer tutoring, many schools, have /' ,
"\ " a-volunteer program operating wrthln their / .
schools. These schools aré u51ng parents, - i
grandparents, college’ students, people :
from retirement homes, and 1nterested
community workers.

. ee

e e Many‘schOols have established a central
o location for school materials, resources, A :,
. ‘ . and equipment using a check-in check-out i
) - . : system. Other schools share ideas and o
Ve S 0 ‘available materials but no central locatlon
- ' ' .has been de51gnated E .
I
C) other services developed and offered to the staff:
1. “ new professional books were put. 1nto the
professional 11brary e
2. 1ideas were shared by d1sp1éy1ng activities . ' . -
3. peers were used in trying out new methods/ . v
techniques/materials P g . C e
4. multi-level books no longer on state adoptlon N ' } A
were provided to be used as texts or "skinny

e

books' & o ]
. 5. handouts from nght to Read workshops were
B . supplied. o : >

6. USSR was started in the entire school
7.  teaching techniques were demonstrated
¥ 8. suggestlons for games through d1sp1ays were

provided ,
- 9. ‘language arts iearn1ng centers were esthb11shed .
10. needs assessmernt of the school readlng_program : 20
Q , were begun- . - . ’ '

PAruntext provided by enic [




11.

°

reading teachers worked with. groups of students v
‘on content area reading //'

12. surplus books to suPplement program were
. i o utilized . // s
: 13. a task ‘force 1nvolv1ng parknts to ﬁelp the _
. read1ng progran® and jto do a needs assessment of -
' the reading program/was established - Lo s
- 14, 1earn1ng centers for faculty study with inservice
' S credit was e tablished o :
.'15. skill boxes for se f-contained'classroom were
o developed -
' i J6. workshops on making 1earn1ng centers weré conducted
©17.. inservice on using readab111ty formulas were conducted
- : 18. workshops on material selection were conducted
° 119, a language arts program was developed . e R
'20.>'teachers individualized 1nstructlona1 techn1ques
"~ . in learning centers
; ) 21. | teachers worked as a curr1cu1um advrsor to 1mprove
S i ‘the reading program in classrooms .
) 22, kteachers worked to°1mprove students’ attitudes'toward
‘reading o
. . 23. teachers organ1zed basal reader materials
: -24.7 read1ng teachers trained tutorial aides and classroom
. . aides " \
25. reading teachers did diagdostic test1ng
26. a school-wide read1ng contest was conducted
- " 27 .. reading teachers assisted with parent conferences
‘ 28., school contact persons organ1zed material presented o
} ©at the Right to Read workshops and placed.them in a '
i resource book for ‘teacher reference .
- 29. SWIM lists were prov1ded
30. reading .teachers provided help to 1nd1V1dua1 teachers

as needed

PO A - 7o povidea by e

- @ As the school readlng contact personS, 1 belleve that the
following attitudes to change the reading program "have occurred
as a result OE the Right to Read staff deve10pment workshops:

-

O in myself:

8% 2%, 3%,

Neutral -

More
- Negative

" More .87%
Positive ¥

“» . A “

Summary of . S L
I Comments: Most of the comments that were made indicated
o ' that the school read1ng contact persons felt:

4 1. they were more secure in a better under-
. standing of their roles -
2. they had a responsibility to share the
) : 1nformat1on gained with their facul.y
‘ 3. they were more aware of reading proolems
. ‘ and ways to help students
4. they . were. refreshed in their knowledge

of read1ng

-

4

4
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. 5. they got more teachers.involved in the
reading program .
00 , - o ’ 6. they were more -aware of attitudes in students
PO B 7 : . and how to improve the1r desire £o read
‘ ' 7. they had gained sk111s in working w1th
other teachers
8. they had ~updated methods for teaching
. reading
9. they were more involved 1dlwork1ng W1th
0 teams
10. they were more. comfortable in assefting
' their knowledge in reading
‘ ) 11, they had a desire to change some of thelr
R o .~ rigid ideas °
o . : . 12. "many childrén are not prov1ded as many
o - , o B experiences as they -could be
\ : : 13. *they had developed a more positive attitude
- : ' : ~ and confidence in self and work
14, they had a greater awareness of the value

. of needs assessments ¥
B ' - 15. they were better able to guide and help
! : T ® plan a total reading program e
: ' : Ib. -they had a need to correlate the total
3 : , , ... - . school reading program
s T . "™ 17. they were more tolerant of various

L personalities and their teaching strategiés

‘ . _ 18. they were more aware of reading materials,

; - - " teaching techniques, strategies, and resources
st 19. ‘they wére more concerned with a balanced

P ~ and integrated program S

~r()‘ig the school staff: S 'nf. ) C

- More -70% , 25% - 3% More K 2%
. Positive + .. Neutral - Negative - NA .

-~

Summary of C
dements: The school reading contacts felt that their .

' - school staffs had changed their readlng pro-

. ‘ ‘gram in the follOW1ng ways: - -

\ . 1, they have been testing children to deter-,
i : mine their: readlng levels and to evaluate

® their progress -

2. they have been rewrltlng and creatlng new

[<]

@

< material on students reading levels o
3. they have been grouping for 1nd1v1duallzat10n
4. teachers are trylng new’teachlng materlals,.
methods and technlques ’
o : ' 5. they are more aware of reading readlness
- .and skills needed  for reading,
6. they are sharlng materlals and evaluatlng
‘ materials - .
7. teachers are using learning centers
Q , v v 22
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O in the.students gg_mx _school;‘c

More 70%

. and materials, release time

the administration I'>Jeing more supportlve
of the reading program -“pyroviding more funds
inservice,
‘and utilizing reading resource teachgrs
teachers .are using a vartety of media rather
than a sipgle text

they are requesting more 1deas volunteers,
,materlals anserv1ce and spec1al help for-
students .

they are utilizing 1deas brought. back from
Right to Read meetings

teathers have begun files on manlpulatlves
in <he ‘areas of pre- readlng,kphonxc and
comprehension sk1lls P ;
they -are more aware of read1ng 1nstruc fon
and individual child progress

teachers are more interested and show mgre

1

- enthusiasm in teachlng FIE |

1

I

‘Positive +

Summary of

oy -

¥
3

23% 1% . Mores 6%
Neutral ‘ - Negative NA.

% .

The | .school read1ng contact believed that

' Comments:
L o their students had changed the attitudes
‘towards reading for -the following reasens:,
1. they had improved their self-concepts
2. they show a greatér desire to read and are
. reading more books
-3. they request materials and books,{want to
use the equipment, and want to participate
) .. in activites related to reading )
' "4, they are wanting and trying to improve their
’ . reading By requesting help in reading
° 5. students are' 1nvolvgd in the school tutorlng
program
6. they seem to be more "comfortable w1th read-
K ing and to be enjoying reading .
- 7. -students are showing greater prcgreés in
reading s
8. reading attltude surveys 1nd1cate pOSlthe
change in attitudes towards readlng
C)?in my school district: - - i :
= .- . .
More - 43% ) 38% - . " © 5% More 27%
Positive + )

s Summary of

" Comments:

° il ®

p

Neutral - = Negative NA

Those reading contact persons seeing a more
positive change in attitude tpward the reading
program and making positive changes believe that
district level personal are:

1.

listening and responding tOenew ideas and
suggestlons ¢ . .

o
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¢ < 2. r9ceiv1ng enc;uragement to 1mprove their
Lo - ‘reading program e
3. participating in meet1ngs and 1nserv1ce
. programs
4. showing support by providing funds and
o 1nserv1ce time and outside consultants and
- : ' established county steering committees
: and readding committees -
o a
Those readlng contact persons not seeing any- -

difference in their attitude to change. the
reading program°felt: .
1. that their classes were still over- . o
crowded ' '
no money was allotted for new materlals
equ1pment or prdgrams
no t1me1was allotted for plann1ng or 1n-7. -
‘ sgrv1ce . : .
. « '". 4. no support or encouragement was. prov1ded i

oo ' . to attend w0rkshop or *improve programs '
’ that, due to poor communication,. they
‘were not aware of any activities or atti-

. tudes of personnel at d1str1ct level

|
64% E 223% 5% More ' ;L%
“Ppsitive + - i Neutral - Negative

'

C)1n ‘the school. admlnlstratlon-

.More

>
[RC I

€

- Comments: The school reading contact persons who saw aj: z
difference in the administration's attitiide to
change the reading pnpgram were aware of the
. following: :
1. admlnlstrators> rogldeﬂ more planning tlme

i « 2. administrators provided tige for. 1nservﬁce

s Co training with staff

‘pﬁk: u\é -
~ T

l

3. adminis®rators provided release tlme tq attend
.*inservice training :
4. . administrators provided funds to pay fbr

- ‘substitutes so that -teachers could attend
' inservice training workshops :

5. administrators attended and part1c1pated in Cor
N o .inservice training workshop :
. 6. administrators developed and organlzed . T
s . --additional services for staff . ) Lo
’ 7. -administrators provided spirit, presence, .
encouragement and involvement in and support
. - for the reading program .
8. administrators referred teache;s to read1ng .

-

'peachers for help and assistance

‘ 9. éadmlnlstrators placed read1ng as the top
- - priority
10. administrators beogme more fleX1b1e and
) more receptive’ to. new ideas and c1aSsroom
. . techn1ques T < e
| ‘ o , : R
R o oy
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‘ i . ’ . . o
| . : o : Ed

‘11. administrators showed willingnéss to oebtain - .
' all needed equipmetit and materials needed
to improve the reading program
- . C 12. administrators hired more reading’ teachers
o _ ' and have covered reading p051t10ns into
. , T v : : , reading .resource positions
' g . 13, administrators were committed to the Right.
. to Read: needs: assessment '
l4» administrators were interested in readlng

- o ,,b A ‘ success and self-concept of children
. . ’ 15. .admlnlstrators de51gnated tlme for readlng i
' : meetings ]

. “’The following changes have ot¢curred in the school reading .
. “program as a result of the Right to Read staff development ‘ &
' ' ' workshopsAtralnlng :

- C}new program materials.

O reorganization of existing program

‘ERIC-
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'C)additional reading teachers . ot

e

O others

O none

«

Summary of
Comments:

\

The school reading contact persons'believe
‘the following changes have occurred in the1r
school reading programs: -

1.

- 23

teachers are more aware of readablllty
levels of teaching mater1al .and arg evalua-‘
ting materials ,
teachers are requestlng and rece1v1ng in-
service training in all content areas
‘teachers are. requestlng and obta1n1ng more
professional materials

.teachers are 1nd1v1duallzlng 1nstruct10n

to a greater degree by continuous d1agnost1c-
prescriptive instructicn

‘'schools aré doing needs assessments of the1r’
programs- to determlne strengths, weaknesses
and needs

'subject area teachers are uslng dlrected
study guides e
‘more time has’ *been allotted, for read1ng/
language arts’ .
teacher khowledge of - read1ng has 1ncreased
based on teacher knowledge surveys

.peer tutor1ng and volunteer programs have
been implemented N

more applications for federal grants have-
been written

skill chegk lists and .continuums between
grades/leveys have been developed

language artfs and 1earn1ng centers are
be1ng establfished and utlllzed

N — " . ‘o




13. 'teachers show preater 1nterest and én-
. thusiasm towards improving the. reading” prOgramS“ B
14, more inservice workshops .are being requested '
. -and conducted
'15. 'schools have implemented USSR (Uninterrupted
" Sustained Silent Reading)programs -
16. changes in classroom management, organiza-
B tion and planning
- 17. teachers ‘are making more teacher- made -
~ materials, manipulatives, and games . L _
18, reading contests for recreatlonal readlng . - :
are being conducted e B R
19. greater accessibility of media equlpment ‘
‘ and materials to students and staffs
o o ' , 20. resource centers for materlals have been
o ' : : established a <
21.  reading programs have been changed/lmproved
L . - 22. greater integration of federal reading
‘ ‘ programs and regular readlng programs has
occurred.
©23.- greater.emphasis'has.been placed lon using
_ . non-profit media for poor readers. _
N L . 724, wreading centers have been established in | . S
: ‘ : . classrooins q T ‘ o .
" 25. more grouping and teaminngor individuali-
’ - zation has occurred
.26. better articulation’ between and among grade
) ‘ : ‘ - levels has taken place .
C . 27. greater administrative support/backlng o , ;
- ‘ o has been provided . R
- change id job descrlptlons “for readlng ' o
teachers have been mdde . ' . YA
29. there has been an improvement. of readlng '
' scores on tests
. , 30. students are more 1nterested in their reading ,/ ///
I : : T e T ability and are trying to improve their. scoreskt

v

’t
N
oo -

. ¥ :
O the degree of change:

Great : 5% : 15% : 30% : 24% : 9% : 3% :' 5%  :None 9% -
: . r - 2. 3 4 - 5, 6 7 : ‘NA

Summary of . o : : .
Comments: Many reading contact persons indicated that
: ' " changes were being made in their schools and .
that more plans for change have been established . -
for the future. Those reading contact persons . o
who didn't see any change generally commented ' '
'that they lacked administrative .support and back-
ing or that their schools were already implement~ . -
\ . . ing the ideas, materials, and technlques suggested
o v T at the Right to Read workshops.

o
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> |' As the school readlng contact person, I believe the most helpful
R aspect(s) of the nght to Read development workshops have been:

o O to.me Eersonally

'Summary of o 5 :
" Comments: . The school reading contacts felt that the
. S . . most helpful aspects of the Right to Read
: . staff development workshops to them,’ _per-

L sonally, were as follows: : :

1. they relnforced and reviewed skllls in teach-
ing readlng
L S _ 2. they enabled teachers to exchange ideas and
e _ T techniques pertaining t Jto read1ng with others
3. teachers learnéd about new materlals, resources,
O methods, and techniques for teaching
4. they came in contact w1th and met other teachers

’ _ o : and consultants
’ ‘5. they received encouragement and received.

positive attitudes about themselves and
how they are teach1ng

_ . f ' ' 6. they updated their knowledge of readlng
A , ’ . skllls_
L ’ ' - 7.. they improved their technlques for classroom.
. o ' ‘ organization and management o
. . o _ 8. they have becn able to apply what they've

learned at the workshops - .
: .o 9. they. haye become receptlve to new 1deas and
i ‘ C s changed teaching style
T : - : . ' 10. they have pulled “together all the knowledge
K . ‘ © -and tra1n1ng they have had in readlng
i ' - 11. - they have; grown in self-confldence
. 12. they have been given more opportunlties to
. work closer with their staff members
"13. they have obtained ‘the desire to 1nfluence
; others to improve their teaching . programSv
v ~© 14. they have been helped in d01ng 1nserv1ce train-' -
, C e - ’ ing with staff member s C
4. ' As one school contact person so aptly stated 1t,
"These workshops have been keepihg me very aware
and .on my toes as to all new ideas: theories, and
techniques. 1It's sort of like a vitamin! " '

[

| O to thé school staff:

Summary of - o
Comments: . The school reading contact persons believed that -
. - the most helpful aspects of the Right to Read :
- staff development workshops to the1r school
: : staffs were as follows: "
- S » : 1. the staffs received and shared coples of llStS,”
. materials, and ideas :
2. the staffs have become more awar¢ of students
- needs and have recognized the impnrtance-of
‘helping students with the1r reading skllls

[
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

® N P ‘[:\ . .
3. they made greater use ‘of .reading teachers
~ and reading resource personnel
4. they received staff: development training
' on techniques,’ methods mater1als "and
resources :
‘5. their interests and enthus1asm towards .
improving reading increased '
6.  their knowledge of reading skills 1mproved
or was updated, reviewed, and reinforced
7. they implemented new techniques, methods,"
~and ideas
8. they 1nd1vldua11zed their instruction by
' grouping, using language arts and read1ng
centers;. and teaming
9. they became aware of the need to make
'changes in their teaching strategies to
help students improve their reading

.10. they purchased and/or made greater use of

- ava11ab1e profess1ona1 materials -

O to the school administration: v <

Summary'of
Comments:

The school readlng contact persons belleVed

that the most™helpful aspects of the Right to

Read staff development workshops to their

school aumlnlstratlon were as follows:

1. the administrdtors have a better under-
standing of the problems 1nvolved in teach-
ing reading

V2; the administrators have allotted funds apd

time for reading inservice workshops :

3. they have become more aware new ideas and ‘ )
materials for ‘teaching reading o

4. they have .become more receptive to new ideas
and changes to improve the curriculum

5. the admlnlstrators have an awareness. of the

need for reading resource personnel )
6. they have become more supportive and enthu--
siastic about the reading Programs '
they have implemented the nght to Read needs
assessment evaluation, resource centers, and
New programs

8. they have a bett 2r undersnandlng of » tests,
testldg procedurés, and test interpretations

O to the school districts:

‘véummary of .
Comments:

. The school - readlng contact per sons’ belleved that

the most helpful aspects of the Right to Read
staff development workshops to’ their school’

districts have been as follows- } .
1. -the district level personnel and readlng - oy

contacts have worked more closely together )
2. they have organized. and arranged for read1ng

meetings to share neWw ideas, materlals, re-

sources, and techniques .

g1 .l
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. As the school read1ng contact person, I belleve that the major

3. . thiy have organized inservice training work-
‘shops and implement. the inservice into the ’ )
master inservice plans o i

4. . hey have upgraded reading competenc1es '

- or teachers and.administrators =

5. /the superintendents have made read1ng the

/districts' top priority o

6./ the district personnel have utilized infoima-
tion obtained at the Right to Read workshops
7/ - they have established district level _resource
/ ‘centers and disseminated information and
-materlals
8. they have developed and 1mplemented a skllls
continuum skills check list ) :
9. * they have organlzed district, level volunteer
program - v *
10. they haye bécome aware of and are
investigating where help is needed and
are establishing reading centers to service
these ne;ds

shortcomlngs of the staff development training workshops have been:

@) consultants:'

Summary of
Comments:

<

Summary of
Comments:’

‘ ® not well prepared:

~a

The school reading contact felt that a majority
of the consultants were quite well prepared &nd,

" on the whole, very helpful. There were a few

situations in which the consultants did not-seem
well prepared, but these were when consultants
_were conducting workshop on short notice due to
Jcancellatlons of other consultants.

® too general, not specific enough: ' - : ;% ¢

'In general, the school reading contact persons
felt that the consultants were specific enough.
However, a-few persons felt that there were times
when the. consultants were too generdl and- that ~

. the ideas presented could be obtained/learned

: . Summary of
- o Comments:

O

ERIC © .

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

from professional journals or courses in reading.

L

® too stuctured: - - s

@ . s
Only one school reading contact person responded
to this question. This person caommented that
" only two of all the consultants were too structured.

R
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. others:

Summa ry of.
Comments: 1.

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
“t

RIC

11,
12,
13.

e U

O"too simple: o

Summary of
Comments: 1.

().too?complexr

N . h . (4 L .
O not enough participant involvement: . SRS

There were no comments made to this question. i

'.
o R PRI,

E -

the consultants have not been not1f1ed
as to the level of ‘expertise and grade

‘level interest of their aud1ence

at times there were not enough handouts

for all participants.

a- summary of each day's agenda should be

be sent in advance

sessions could be divided up into Elementary, e
Secondary and Adult

handouts by most consultants were most
beneficial

three days ‘are too long to be away from
school -
classroom teachers should be allowed to
attend the sessions »

some sessions contained too l1ttle "hands
on'" material o

concepts and material repeated or overlapped
in some sessions

change agent skills are needed

level of expertise of the participants o

was too varied within a region '

suggested resources were helpful

workshop with psycholog1sts was most

. beneficial.

self-concept workshop should be closer
to the beginning of the year:

at times, the sessions were too simple
more help .is neefled in the 1mplementat1on
of programs and techniques

it’would have been beneficial to relate
current research in read1ng to the topics
d1scussed

+

- Summa ry of
Comments:

RS

Most pérticipants felt that there was
good participant involvement.

w
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e other comments: A ' : B

) Summary of ..
- : ' . ’ Comments: .°'1. most of the presentations were very good
' ' ‘ 2/ sample teaching units should be distributed
' 3. although the amoiunt of involvetent varied
with the consultant, many topics were
- . . - - presented 1nformally so that the part1cxpants

o ' o feit free to join in : .
' 4. some . .presentations were not. detalled or
. "specific’ enough .

5. the participants had too little time to
duplicate the -ideas and activities y1ven
at the workshops

) O training in areas of need were covered:

Summary of . , - S
Comments: . Yes - -but the following areas could have
: "been. included or covered in more depth:
. secondary reading, comprehension.skills,
: classroom management, pre-reading/readiness,
.o ) ~ techniques for Specific Learning Disability -
Students, evaluation of materials, .writing
grants; prescPiption writing, the mechdnios
; ) " of grouping, content reading, construction
' of teacher-made materlals learning centers,
and reading programs.
2., No - the following areas of . need should be
. ~ covered: psycholinguistics, listening
- } . skills, creative writing as a means to
’ ' ' teach readlng, communication skills,
readability formulas, the development of ,
. L ' . : skills boxes and skills checklist, change
* ° o - agent skills, comparison of state adopted
o textbooks, and learning disabilities.

L T C)not hav1ng a choice of what staff deveL;Qment worksh;gs I
Ve needed/Wanted to attend: '

Summary of .
Lomments: - The school reading contact persons felt that
they should be given.a choice as to the work-
. shops they would attend. If they were required
' to attend all workshops, then they should have
"a choice as to what topics within the sessions
. \ they~& uld attend. There were, hoyever, some
- reading contacts who felt that participants
’ : _needed to attend all the workshop sessions.

P
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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C) receptlon of school faculty:

. . : o
Summary of S . .. .
"Comments: A few of the reading contact people felt that

- some faculties resented having:to do the school
contact duties while they were out and that iy
the first workshop interfered with preplanning.
Too, it sometimes created a substitute problem.
In general, however, most faculties weré happy
to have the opportunity to send a representative

/to bring back new ideas. ,

O having to contend w1th travel arrangements and mak1ng travel

accommodat1ons

-
3

© " I-.

Summary of o S : -
Comments: Most of the reading contact people did not findl
this to be ‘a problem; however, when travel was
not paid by the county, it was a financial burden.
L ‘ " In most cases, the people enjoyed the travel.

o

‘ As the school read1ng contact person, I recommend the follow1ng
changes for the Flor1da R1ght to Read Effort for .next year:

0] length of the staff development workshop (days)

Summary of ' . ,
Comments: Participants varied in their response from
’ one ddy to five days with the majority requesting
two or three days.

(&)

O location of the staff development workshops:

Summary of o . : v
. - Comments: The reading contact persons wanted the meetings
- central to areas involved. ' In general, the

suggestions can be summarlzed as foLlows*
‘Region 1: Tallahassee, Panama C1ty (Gulf

,Coast Community College)

Region 2: Jacksonv1lle, Lake C1ty, Tallahassee,
" Gainesville '

Region 3: Orlando (Hllton West Howard Johnson's
.on K1rkman Road)

Reglon 4: .Sarasota, St. ﬁetersburg, Ft. Myers,
Tampa o

Region 5: Florida Atlantic University, West
Palm Beach, Palm Beach Junhior College * .

32




O organization of the staff development workshops:
s Summary of o o ) _ . :
Comments: The reading contact persons félt that the
’ ma jor shortcomings of the organization of the
i . staff development workshops were as follows:
. _ 1. session on humanistic education should
' ' " be in the beginning of the year
T2, worksﬁops should be organized according
- - to grade levels such as e1ementary,
o o secondary, and adult
o : . :-3. ''the third day of the workshop could be
' . " _eliminated if participants stayed over-
.night and used their afternoons and evenlngs
~for meetings :
4.- content area teachers should be able to attend
sessions other .than Reading in the Content Area
- .. ..5. workshops should be scheduled for teacher '

. . : -workdays
wt - : © 6. the readines% workshop should be scheduled -
. . . g o for the ‘beginning of the year%" ‘ -
y o o 7. training packets should be, provided to v

help bring- 1nformat10n back to the faculty

O number of staff development workshops required tg attend:
, Summary of ' , . : :
- ' Comnfents: The reading contact persons felt that the
V - v T "number of staff development workshops that
- . o should be attended were as follows:
' S . 1. the contact person should be requlred
to attend only those workshops that will
meet their individual needs, and
2. to maintain ccatinuity, if a district
agrees to participate,. the reading con-
tact person should attend all the work—
" shops

O participatits who should be reqdired to attend:

Summary of

Comments:: The read1ng contact persons felt that the
part1c1pants .who should be required to attend
should be the reading contact persons. Other
faculty members should be allowed to attend,
however. : > ' . o &

‘ As the school read1ng contact, where do you fee1 your school
stands for the school year. 1975 76‘

() need ass1stance in organ1z1ng inservice workshops for school
staff development' :

38, - o 33




- v; o " .In general, the reading contact people felt - .
o that they coyld assist other schools with -~
! T staff development sess1ons.

Coe

. As a school reading contact person, I have made the follow1ng
‘changes in my professional practices as a result of the training
received from the Florida nght to Read staff development work-
;shops' 4 o = . o }‘
D e - ' [ b (i"
, Summary of ' ! - :
"« Comments: The school read1ng contacts felt the followm@é

changes were made in their professional
practices as a result of the tra1n1ng,rece1ved

Fay

° Aj <L 1. they were able to express ideas more
, . openly and- effectively :
_ S 2. they were better able to assess needs of

the teachers in planning staff development
3. they were able to help content area
: teachers teach reading.
4. they were able to use professional resources
- more effectively" s
N : 5. .they were able to share 1deas on mater1als
"and methods ' :
6. they were able'to help teachers 1nd1v1duallze
' the reading program
: 7. they gained insights to help change attitudes
- S 8. they were made aware of the importance of
' ' B coordinating a total reading program

b

‘ As the school reading contact person, I have grown profess1onally
and increased ‘my competencies in the following areas as a result
of the Florida Right” to Read staff development workshops during

o ) the yéar: o
— - Summary of * . . o

Comments: The school reading contact persons felt that
they had grown professionally and increased
their competencies in the follow1ng ateas:
. communication skills
"setting up of staff development workshops 3
change agent skills
‘utilization of teacher made materials
knowledge and apprec1atlon of children's-
literature

. 6. readiness

' ) 7. word attack skills
9

(S, IR~ SR,

.. speaking ability
reading in the content area

. . '10. ofganization for reading °
11. the importance of a positive self concept
12. comprehension skills S . .

13. diagnosis and prescription

)
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Append:Lx B

C - EVALUATIJN OF THE FLORIDA RIGHT TO READ EFFORT
> S . BY THE SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR .

@ ASs a 'school.ad'ministrator, I hive been able to utilize the informa-
tion gained in the Right to Read staff deyelopment workshops:

) MORE POSITIVE ., . . 38%
NEUTRAL - . 44%
MORE ‘NEGATIVE - "~ L 7% , : Jo
NOT APPLICABLE . 0% o Co
NO RESPONSE 2%

o

o @ As a school administrator, I have been able to utilize the information

T , gained- from the Right to Read staff development workshops in the
. followmg way: . . : P
& . 'O . to conduct staff development workshops in my district:
' YES . e 6% :
NO s . . 8l S
, , NOT APPLICABLE o . 0% o .
s I - NO RESPONSE ' A3 ' o .
QO to conduct staff develognent workshops in my school-
" YES 55%
~ NO o 33% , )
NOT APPLICABLE C 0% ' ' T
) . NO RESPONSE T 11% ' ol
Q ¢to prov1de staff. development workshops for individual departments
) m my school: . e
‘ o7 YES . 51%
v v NO C 35%
' ' NOT APPLICABLE » 1% .,
NO RESPONSE ' , 13% SN .
O to prov1de staff development workshops for mdlv:.dual teachers-
. YES . ‘ 79%
- NO : 11y * S
~ NOT APPLICABLE . o8 - N
A ' S NO RESPONSE : - - S } ;
o O to J.mprOVe my personal adm:.m.stratlve skills:
o : YES = : * 8l% '
o NO ' . 11%
. . ' NOT APPLICABLE = - 0% ’
. NO RESPONSE 7%
' Q' to J.mprove my knowledge of readmg. ~
o YES , 828 - Co .
e I NO < 138 ‘ R
i . o ’ NOT APPLICABLE 0% ‘

NO RESPONSE 5%

88 s
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O others:
° . ) "’ .
Summary of , R = : .

' Comments: Other comments made by school administrators on the )
- * change of attitudes to change the read1ng program are E
as follows: '
l.. general faculty meetlngs are used for tra1n1ng
sessions by reading contact ‘teachers’ s

2. adm1n1strators are more consolidated, unified efforts
and d1rectlons toward content area 1nvolvement in .

' read1ng o -

3. readlng committees are more active
" 4. there is more planning for next year's in-service and

staff development sessions

O_'the degree of change:

MORE POSITIVE B 40% o ' i
NEUTRAL = . ) - 33% : ST ' '
. MORE NEGASIVE =~~~ . 12%
" NOT APPLICABLE ) 7%

NO RESPONSE _ ’ 4%

'3
o

@ Asa school adm1n1strator, I bel:.eve the most helpful aspect(s) of the
Right to Read staff development workshops have been:. :

a¢

O to me personally:

. . . . )
© ) . . 4

-~  Summary of ' L. ' :
Comments: The .school agmlnlstrators belleve tue most helpful aspect(s) 0
) . of the Right to Read staff development workshops have ¢
been the following: o

1. they have received a better understand1ng of a deve~
0 lopmental reading program . .
‘2. they have received resource references and "hands on"’
. .materials
\ ' ) ‘3. they had opportun1t1es to react with.others and other
school districts, developed an awareness of problems
" in reading :
4. they kept abreast of new programs and -materials
5. enthusiasm has been generated in participates
6. they can provide more help to teachers
-O to other school administrators in the school:
. LY
Summary of _ ' , . L -
Comments: The school administrators felt that the most helpful
- aspect(s) of ,the Right to Read staff development workshops
to other adm1n1strators in the school have been the.
following: : : :
1. they have new interest in readlng
2. they are more receptive to ideas and W1111ng to pro-
' vide time needed for. staff inservice
3. they have increased their knowledge in, reading .
4. administrators were given some direction on how to.
nnprove the 1nd1v1dual school or implement changes in

;. the reading program )
5. Right to Rea helped the prlnc1pals see the need for
more emphas1s in reading

»
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6. Jadmlnlstrators are beginning to reallze ‘the need to
work together and that each has his respons1b111ty
to the reading program

-7. they identified‘leadership on school staff and aided

C - o - . - teachers.in realizing inservice optlons :
O to the school staff: f' ) o
* BT f .Summary_of _— ’ b ‘ <
"« -~ Comments: The school adm1n1strators felt that the most ‘helpful

‘aspects of, the Right to Read staff development workshops
. to their staff members have been the fOllOWlng. ,
1. the staffs have a more’ open m1nd toward rece1v1ng
. regular inservice - .
. 2. resources are be1ng used in the classroom .
s 3. there is better commﬁnlcatloﬁ aﬂgicooperatlon w1th1n
e the staff . . o
4. they see a need for change in the reading program
5. new technlques and madterials are being tried mff" 7
6. they have a better understand1n3Z6f problems and more g #
at his own level

e

- interest in helping a child lea

O to the school reading tontact person:.
e, . .
. - , Summary of — i « S ’ . :
Comiments: The school administrators believed that the most helpful
) aspect of the Right to Read staff development workshops .o
o ’ » ) to their school reading contact persons have been: :
1. they have a high. interest 1nAapproaches, materlals, N P

_techniques, and new ideas . ’

o N ‘ 2. they have béen given constant reinforcement of theid
: ' ’ © . abilities lead1ng toward improved ‘competency E N
° . 3. they have sharéd new ideas with other reading teachers
/'.. . - 4. ‘they have been made more aware of readlng problems and
’ " ways of helilng students - T .
~ 5. they are better prepared to organlze and work with the
! C v reading program { s .
F °%. " reading contact persons are more confldent in the1r .
) abilities ~ = .. o . :
d & T . . .
} >.- ¥ O to the'school district: - : "' ' L S .

9.
o 4 s C ¢

&

Summdry of .
-Comments: The school, admlnlstrators felt that the most helpful aspect ~
. : , & of the nght to Read staff development programs-to the1r
S . school districts were the following: :
1. it has provided the opportunity for district staff .f .

4

- R .  personnel to receive common training
2. it has provided opportynities to- share ideas
‘ - : 3. it has stressed the idea that the' job ‘of teaching read-
S ' “ « . ing can't be done only by reading teachers )
, 4. the districts have showed more willingness to permlt more N
. ‘- T v participation in workshops’
. . 5. “it has brotight about the reallzation.that nght to Read

3]

actually works .
6. it has, developed a systematic approach to the districts
problems in readlng xnstructlon

¢
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o . - e L .

e11eVe that the maJor shortcomlngs of j ' o

. () consultants.
’  Summary of _
Comments’ fThe school a

1. occaslon ly, consultants prepared for secondary 1n-
‘ stead of |the elementary level

W 4 2. substitute consultants were not always able to adapt

) ' _to Beeds [of group : .
3. -they needed to be more spec1f1c in the materlals
) St : _.'presente ¢

. Cor L 4. some congultants, re11ed too much on lecture, they
' needed' more examples .
5. " stme con ultants did not offer any useable 1nformatlon
. 6. there were “too few consultants - field people needed

T e to be in¢luded as much as possible
-7 -7 O  training in areas wereicovered:. . _ . ;
-t . YES L . 468 ' - SR
| ' N0 . b 278 ~
NOT APPLICABLE | . =~ 1% ‘
.NO RESPONSE ° : 25%

A o

Summary of : : ' : . o .
-~ Comments: The school a§m1n1strators made the follow1ng comments

.concerning the areas of tralnlng. ‘
» 1. they needed more training in sequential p1ann1ng . S d
.. - o 2. they needed more information on how to evaluate. :
s e Te e reading rograms, and how to assess the needs of local
' " . schools | : . o
"3. they nee% more trafhlng on how to change from a : o v'ﬂ
s 3 traditional three read1ng ‘group- plan.&o 1nd1v1duallzed —
: -~ reading ogram . .
4. they need more training on language experlence for '
: intermediate non-readers
'p.' o © 5.- they need| more training onxhow-to use_some of the
. o informatl n provided at the workshops '

st ‘ 6. they need|{more training on how unit exercises could be ’
. _ ' - employed immediately by the part1c1pants 1n their - o B
o . # . classroom|situation o p : »

7. -they needed more a851stance in p1ann1ng foz ways’ to
extend stdff development into districts.
- 8, they need p01nters in maklng -applications for* special
. projects ich might’ be available for programs and: aides -
" 9. they needefl more tra1n1ng on working w1th disadvantaged
.+ children
10. they neede further_help in-psycholinguistics, pre-
scr1pt1ve eaching, and 'eaming for teaching
reading : :

(8

.

11." they needed more tra1n1n: .on coordlnatlng a readlng
s "'program, ch nge agentry, and classroom. management
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f) not havlng a choice of what staff development Wbrkshops 1 needed/

e wanted to attend: - / . i .
R - s  YES : o 30% S : o .
‘ NOT APPLICABLE S 1y .
'NO RESPONSE . . &= 17%

Summary“of ' )
Comments: The school admlnlstrators, in general felt that the

workshops should- be open to whoever would get the most
benefit out of 4 given .topic. They would rather have
more people attend instead of the same ones each time.
. A few mentloned that a minimum number of workshops be
- attended :in order to part1c1pate 1n nght to Read.
O receptlon of school faculty towards my be1ng away from the school
to attend the Right to Read staff development workshops

MORE POSITIVE o 9%
NEUTRAL - : : 218 .
, MORE NEGATIVE' . . 55% '
° T . NOT_APPLICABLE . 11s. - -
o .<§o RESPONSE .. 3%
Sumiary of

Comments: The school admlnlstrators felt,.in general that their

; . . ’ i ,' faculties had negative feelings about them being-away
' . . e+ . from their schools. They.felt that their duties suffered.

) E - as-a result of belng away from the school: Some thought
L , o it 'would be better to send different people to each
meeting. Several adm1n1strators, however, felt that .
_ their faculties wanted to keep up with.new and good methods
- and materials of teachlng reading and were happy they
) could go.’

e *

o) hav1ng to contend wlth travel arrangement and maklng travel

. o accommodatlons- A
MORE POSITIVE - 13% . o
NEI)TRAL o : ’ 13% , : .
MORE NEGATIVE ' T 54% '
NOT APPLICABLE 17%
+ - NO RESPONSE 3%
e Summary of . .

Comments: = Some of the school -administrators felt that the workshops :
were too far away and that they had poor, dlrectlons as to
meeting locations. . They also felt that reinbursements

took too long in coming. Other administrators, h0wever,.
had no problem with travel arrangements and accommodatlons.

#

"As a school administrator,. I recommend the fOllOWlng c¢hanges for the
| - Florida nght to Read Effort for next year. o : .

b o 'C)-organization of the staff development worhshopsé'
. . C
Summary. of

Comments: The'school administrators felt that the following changes

o

(S
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e N should be made in the organlzatlon ‘of the. workshops
’ for 1975-76. :

1. provide more time for administrative concerns

N ' ’ - 2. spend more time on evaluation rather than techniques
: 3. . avoid workshops at the beginning of year and m1d— .
: " term - :
o 4. both princ1pa1 and read1ng contact should be 1nv1ted
- to the same -workshop .

i 5. have small groups workshops only -
' 6. ~have more workshop days v
7.. involve more classroom teachers
8. spend more time on practical ideas.
9." work with local counties to prownde consultants for .
 the local in-service days
10. improve the organization of the workshOps and 1nc1ude
- .- participants in the orgamzatlon
. 11. . have more secondary 1nvolvanent
12. arrange it so that the lst day is a brlef review,
“* “the.2nd day is more in depth, and the 3rd day is L
-actual material manlpulatlon ‘

P

i )

0 con’tent/topics covered in the workshops - add:

Summary of ‘ ‘ ' ‘
Comments: The school adm1n_istrators felt that the followmg content/
| ' " topics should be added to the Right to Read workshop *

‘. - ‘ o . . program; . .o
: , o : 1. the total readmg cpncept as it relates to language
‘ and caomunication skills - : . . B

s 2. additional help in testing and évaluation
’ 3. additional training in oral language development !
4. additional help in creative use of a reading- program
using basal textbooks : .
L ' .. 5. planning for the :unplementatlon of staff development/ : o
ass1stance/1n\}olvement s j
6. reading program for slow learner and/or d1sadvantaged . !
) children " . A I )
7. ciinical ocperation < . T o ]
- -+ 8. management of reading programs L g _
“ . 9. change agent skills - ‘ o c
' 10. more on developing comprehenslon skills S '
11. more on pre-reading skills ~
12. more on motivational techniques
13. specific diagnostic instruments for spec1f1c dis-.

R © abilities N B
: " 14. ideas for conducting workshops in readmg o ¢
< . 15. readability =, . C B
~ 16. more on content area teachmd S e B ~ |
17. demonstration of new materials
18. ways to improve communlcatlon between resource teacher N 'ﬂ k

~ ‘and ‘classroom _ Co N
19.. budget:.ng and fund1ng read:.ng programs N

O content/top1cs covered in the workshops - elimmate- A - ' L . -}

: Summary of : : ) : v ‘

Comments: The school administrators did not respond to whichtopics/

’,,. '_"V 40”




: ) content should be eliminated from the nght to Read
¢ ' o ‘ workshops, but they did discuss which techniqués used
' ' " by consultants to convey information. They wagted
consultants to eliminateé“the follow1ng
1. presentations of theory

S . : o 2. buzz groups -
. ’ N . - 3. tapes of people d01ng their thing - haVe hem do ‘it
- S ' - with the participants .

e o S L 4. consultants read1ng from prepared notes

L . @ As a school adm1n1strator, I recommend the follow1ng changes'for the

. Flor1da R1ght to Read Effort for next year-
|

. o ()act1V1t1es used in workshops--group d1scuss1ons» ' L
. : » K MORE POSITIVE 43% : I _ o
" NEUTRAL ' T 41% o :
. MORE NEGATIVE K " 5%
. NOT APPLICABLE . - 0%’

‘NO RESPONSE 11%

o

() activities used in workshops--use of ‘audio v1sual equlpment T !;"

. s } MORE POSITIVE ) 38%
T . - NEUTRAL . 41% -
' MORE NEGATIVE ' 5% .
: T | : NOT APPLICABLE . 0% o ‘ )
) o : . NO RESPONSE : , 16% '
o o . -
O others: ° o
IR L ~ Summary .of - o o p :
.+ Comments: School administrators 'recommended the following changes
for the Florida Right to Read Effort: - . ‘ e
. , i .. 1. lean toward group participation and discussion T
oL S oL 2. have sessions dealing with development of self-

concept come earlier in the year
3.. prov1de more actual experlence in worklng w1th ideas
" . presented :
4. -allow participants.more t1me to make mater1als o /
« 5, provide demonstrations
6, have seminar type sesslons

‘. As a school administrator, where do you feel your school stands for

. the’'school year 1975-76: e » S
O additional ’training: .
- MORE POSITIVE ‘ 57% ‘
'NEUTRAL ~ . 25% ' ’
) . : , MORE NEGATIVE © 6%
- ; ‘ - - 'NOT APPLICABLE : 1%
\\~." s ' NO RESPONSE . 9%
- - . F . . o v .
Summary of . ' .

-Comments: ' The school administrators were in the follow1ng pos1tlons.

for the 1975-76 school year: :
1. they would iike to 1nclu8e more classroom teachers in

(< JE . . L ; A ; o 4‘1 . © 41
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_ these workshops because they need more tra1n1ng
2. -they have a successful reading program .

* 3. teacher attitudes are just beginning to change .

4. they are embarking on a school-W1de model’ for read-

ing instruction -

_ 5. -they want more organlzatlon in theéxeadlng program . B

A within the county
- 6. they must start staff development ‘training
7. changes in personnel will necessitate additional train-

ing g e
_ _ 8. reading w1ll be emphasized again next year o
° : 9. they need inservice on chande agent -skills

10.  they lack a strong reading program but. W1ll~attempt to'
improve it begimning with a, needs assessment

>

O need ass1stance in organlzlng 1nserv1ce workshops for school staff

development- _ -
YES® ' i . 67%'-
N T : 19%
NOT APPLICABLE ° : Y

~ NO RESPONSE - ' 14%

O additional tra1n1ng in acqulrlng outs1de consultant help to conduct
school staff development workshops:

YES : . 59% - o
NO o228 - '
. ., NOT-APPLICABLE 4 - 0% o S
B NO RESPONSE L ©19% o

O acqulrlng material resources for school staff deVelopment workshops.

. . . V¥ES - . 68% . .
- . No. C 17% v . . .
L | NOT APPLICABLE L T 3 ]
T NO RESPONSE.' R o 14% o

o conducting school staff deVelopment workshops:

° YES o o 65% : ' )
NO , : 138 . L ~
NOT APPLICABLE o 0% : . .

NO RESPONSE © 22% )

()rece1V1ng adm1n1strat1ve backlng and ass1stance-

YES o 27% . > - : S ,
NO , o © 43% - - - o R ‘ R o

. NOT APPLICABLE " 0% , S E—
NO RESPONSE: o 3 ) - :

X

C)the staff is ready/able to assist
ment training:

her schools with staff develop-

YES 27% , . _ v
'NO 52¢% : r e
NOT APPLICABLE’/// . o8 : ~ A

'NO RESPONSE . 21s. .

“@
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. As a school admmlstrator, I/have orgam.zed and arranged for outside -
consultants to conduct staff development workshops at my school in -
areas where I feel -my reading conj:act person, staff, and I need. :

I, o -.addltlonal assistance: ‘ . » N
YES . - 28% -
e . ..NO e . 59%
e ‘ °  NOT APPLICABLE o 0%

NO RESPONSE L 13%

o

°

® as a school admmlstrator, I have been able to develop and orgaruze .
. additional serVices £or the staff as a result of Right to Read staff /
) development training: '

5 -
13

O peer tutoring program. k ' v

YES ~ - . o 35%
o NO _— - 44%
LI C :  NOT APPLICABLE 0%
: "NO RESPONSE - 21%
Ovolunteer program: - g ' <
, 'YES , : 28% a o
. N0 48%
NOT APPLICABLE . . 0%

‘NO RESPONSE - o 23%

c O o
O material resource center:

YES = : 51%
NO 2 - 36%
. NOT ‘APPLICABLE 0% : |
o _ NO RESPONSE ‘ S 13% , _
\ S A

-\ | -

@® As a school ad.m:m;strator, I believe that the following attitudes to
change' the reading program have occurred as a result of the Right to
Read staff development workshops-: :

- O in my self- o . - K

) MORE POSITIVE '75% , oo
) ‘ ' NEUTRAL . - 14% : g
L MORE NEGATIVE 3% s :
" *  NOT APPLICABLE. . 3%
N NO RESPONSE

5%
Summary of - .
Comments: .phe scHool admlnlstrators felt that the following changes
- S in attitudes to change the readlng program have occurred
-, . in themselves: .,
; ) : ) 1. they are plac1ng more emphasis on and’ haVe a better under--
. standing of reading problems : =
. i . 2. they are seeing that children are being taught o
R L L X 3. they are giving more staff. tra1n1ng at individual schools
S ) . 4. - they are scheduling addltlonal readlng time blocks
. s " in the curriculum, :
. 5. - the administration is taklng a greater part in decision-

‘making about' reading program
6. they are more cooperat /ye and are planm.ng for the overall
reading program

o 40;
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| . 7. there is more 1nvolvement of entire staff in the

P . ' reading program

' " 8. ‘they have received help and 1nformat1on from 1nteract1on
with colleagues - . . ‘

2. ’they are trying new things, methods, and materlals S o

/
QO in the school staff: X P .
MORE POSITIVE T 87% ; .
: . . MORE NEGATIVE . . . 2% ' ‘ T : o
. NOT APPLICABLE - 1w o ;
o ' NO RESPONSE . T R
Summary of 7

Comments: The school administrators felt that their staffs had made
the following changes in the1r attitude’ to change the -
. reading program:;
1. there is more staff cooperat;on, and staff members
! . are enthusiastic about information received.
. - 2{ they are trying new methods, materials, are seeking
o information, and have followed through on refining
activities which improved: their reading programs
3. they are showing more concern about reading and meetlng
the-individual needs of children - ‘
4. content area teachers are more concerned about readlng
5.. there is more teacher involvement in the ‘reading -

program ) : . oy , : ' S
O in the students at my school: . . - ’ , ,
' - MORE POSITIVE ' 57% - e .
NEUTRAL . - 33% .. - .
‘ _ . .. MORE NEGATIVE s . 7 : :
t NOT APPLICABLE 3% - C o
" NO RESPONSE 5% . L

Summary of
e Comments: The school administrators felt that the students in their
schools had made the following changes in their att1tudes
~to change:
1. students enjoy readlng more -
2. 'students are more interested in reading materlals
"3. there is better student behavior
. . 4. there is more active 1nvolvement, more partlclpatlon
o . in reading activities
: 5. there is more 1ndependent in work hablts =7

. () in my school district: - . e B
@ MORE POSITIVE . 38s v
: ' ‘ NEUTRAL 36% ‘ . ,
' MORE NEGATIVE 0% Co : . . , B
NOT -APPLICABLE - S 11 :

NO'RESPOng : 14%
 Summary of - S ‘ K
‘Comments: The school administrators felt that their school. districts
had made the follow1ng changes in their attitudes to change
the reading program- L :

<
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- - ;.’ ﬁhéie is greater participation by many schools in
| o ' : Right to,Read inservice

/~ 2. materials are more uniformly shared throughout d1str1cts
) . 3. cooperation and aid are provided with emphasis on
2. - . _ ' improving reading programs ° '

-

4. ‘énthusiasm of county staff has 1ncreased

" MORE NEGATIVE 0%
NOT APPLICABLE - 3%

. . - O in the school readingzcontact.person: . e . o
: MORE POSITIVE . 82% ) ; : e e
NEUTRAL : : o% E Lo

NO' RESPONSE 5%

Summary of - . ‘ ‘ ) C 2
Comments: The school admlnlstrators felt that their school read1ng
‘ contact persons had made the followiz g changes in the1r

. . o attitudes to change the read1ng programs: - . N
‘ ' i 1. there is a high rate of interest shown whlle attend1ng
~ conferences
2.. there is increased sharing of materlals and 1deas
3. "administrators are worklng more with other teachers Toe
' and administrators : . '
4, there is active in developing management system for ‘
school : '
@ The folIow1ng changes ‘have occurred in the school reading program as

a result'of the Right to Read staff development workshops/tralnlng-

. - O new program_materlals: ‘ ' '
- . YES S ' - 73%

NO | . Y138 g |
NOT APPLICABLE 3% ’
_ NO RESPONSE 11% p
?\ K O reorganization of existing program:- ) - .
‘ YES ' - 62% : R
" NO - _ 22% - _ e
. NOT APPLICABLE . 5% -t )
° NO RESPONSE . 11% -
O additional reading teachers: .
. : YES ° - ‘21%
o N ; 55% .
i o : > NOT APPLICABLE 3% : " ‘ _
' ’ ' NO RESPONSE ~ . 21% - : ' AR
O more time provided staff for additional training/inservice: *
: YES - ‘ ) 44% ‘
- ' : - N0 © 38%
, NOT APPLICABLE °~ = 3% ' v o

NO RESPONSE 14 y - ]




'O the school did receive enough benefits from the Florida Right"
- to Read workshops to be ‘involved in the Flor1da nght to Read
.Effort durlng the 1975~76 school year:

- YES - 39% .
NO - . T, 36% _ :
NOT APPLICABLE 5%. : ' o ' :

NO RESPONSE . . 21
’ As a school adm1n1strator, I have made the following changes in my
professional pragtices as a result of the training received from

. the Florida Right to Read staff development. workshops:

Summary of ; . _ - : o
Commenits: The school administrators felt that they had made the

T follow1ng changes in their professional practices as
-(//7 a resilt of training received from the Right to Read
~ workshops:

1. they feel much more competent in helping wlth eli-’
.. minating readlng problems . -
2. they are more aware of content area approach

- 3. they are more capable of evaluatlng materials and ' U
~ programs . . o {
4. they can better coordlnate our total reading ' }

program . !

5. they have become etter-organlzed in plannlng in-
service and in usind\test data S - o

0 ‘6. they havé changed their attitude about. readlng _ i
I : : 7. they .have encouraged all subject area teachers to . Lo
. o participate in reading workshops R ’ '
. _ . 8. they have conducted more inservice S S
9. they have assessed and attempted to meet 1nd1v1dual {
] needs ) ;
- 10. they are trying new th1ngs in their read1ng programs

11. ‘they have helped teachers teach on the child's level:

12. they have listened more to teachers and asked for
their opinion in haklng changes

13.. they know value of a read1ng ‘management ‘System

" 14. they have changed the organlzatlonal structure of
- their reading program

15. they have added reading courses to the1r currlculum
le6. they have 1nst1gated a peer tutorlng program

" As a school adm1n1strator, I have grown professionally and 1ncreased my
competenciés in the following areas as’ a result ©0f the Florida R1ght
_to Read staff development workshops dur1ng the year-

Summary of . . : . . o o
Comments: The school administrators felt that-'they had grown pro-
o fessionally and increased their competencies in the fol- =~ =~ - ~

\ lowing areas as a result of the Right to Read workshops:. . ;
'\ : 1. they have better admlnlstratlon of the reading pro- o '
3 gram L S
A 2. they\ ave' better knowledge of. 1nd1v1duallzlng readlng ‘ E

3. they haveia better percept;gn\of other school systems :
= _ and’ their problems have changed considerably - i !




u
e
.

4.. they have better materials for, teachers :
5. they have -more teacher 1nvolvement in the reading
© ‘program
. 6. they have a better knowledge of proper . role of the
' : readlng resource teacher in the readlng programs
: 7. they are supporting innovation
. 8. ' they -are using volunteer help
. o : : ) - 9, they are interpreting test results
o 10. ~they are providing follow-up programs
. » S -
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_Appendix C

‘ EVALUATION OF THE FLORIDA RIGHT TO READ EFFORT
< BY THE SCHOOL FACULTIES ‘

. As a faculty member of a. R1ght to Read school I have received
' (addltxonal) training in reading durlng the 1974-75 school '
-year in the follow1ng ways: ;
C tra1n1ng -from school R1ght to Read read1ng contact person:

‘e - in Lnd1v1dua1 help sessions:
' . YES . 91%
, " NO . 9%
NA (not appllcable) -

Summary of : . ‘ .
Comments: The faculty members of Right to Read
' schools received training from the
~ Right to Read reading contact persons
) , “in individual help sessions in the
—_— : . following areas: - ’
‘1. diagnosing reading ab111t1es and
problems
2. learning the use of -and ‘how to
operate reading equipment and '
, machines. '
. : . . 3. writing appropriate prescrlptlons
' _ for individual students
4, evaluating and utilizing mater1als
and methods of instruction

1>

K}

o : v ' 5. . classroon organization and p1ann1ng ,
’ ’ . 6. reading activities in content area
. . reading
. , < ’ 7. developing study gu1des for content
: ' . ‘ ared reading -

8. making games appropr1ate for de- L

. - . , “veloping reading skills - i

’ I L ' 9. using readability formulas

10. becoming aware of . current research
finding, publicat1ons, and teach1ng

strategie
. . . 11. . preparinf.materials
_ : . _ 12. .consulting students and parents
N : ' . 13. utilizing volunteers and peer tutors
' < 14, setting up learning centers

15. providing resource materials and 7 ‘
--instgpctions on their use e . >

ein sessions conducted for my team or department:
-YES . © 76%
NO - 15%
NA (not app11cab1e) 6%

NR (no response) 3%




Summary: of- o .
»Comments: The faculty members of Right to Read
. schools received training from the -
Right to Read reading contact persons :
in sessions conducted for their teams - : T
_ or departments in the f0110w1ng areas:

: : 1. approaches to reading instruction

o 2. methods for diagnosing and evalu-
~ ating student progress

, . using readability formulas
: ' g : © 4. teaching techniques and strategies
5. reading problems pupils may emcounter

in reading and in learning to“read . . : .

preparing study’ guides '

. using materials

developing and admlnlsterlng IRI's ,

strategies to develop comprehen- o

sion, communication, and word pro- '

.o cessing skills .

S . 10. training volunteers

O W~

-

" - .®in sessions conducted for my entire staff

YES . 61%. - A | ' oy

NO- ' ‘ 247 . ' ' - : . ‘

NA (not applicable) 9%

NR (no response) 6% )
Summéry.of

Comments: Those faculty members of nght to Read
schéols who commented on receiving
training from the Right to Read reading. : K
contact persons in sessions conducted ' ‘ '
- for their entire staffs stated that they .
"~ received training on the use of study
- guides for content area readlng, on
understandlhg reading problems, and on
getting their content teachers to gear
their. curriculum to the readlng ab111ty
of the students :

C)tralnlng_from my school admlnlstrator°

® in 1nd1vidua1 help sessions : : . ‘

‘ . YES. : 30% ' . - S : e
‘ B A . NO : . 52%. - :

'{ NA- (not appllcable) 12%

NR (no. response). . 6%

Summary of : .

Comments: Those faculty members of Right to Read
' o schools that received training from

their school adminigtrator in individual:
. help sessions, received help in: (1) .

: . sources for available 'reading materials,: ' . o,
' : . (2) suggestions for reading gamés and’ _ Ty
' ' activities, (3) relating readimg to dll TR
‘subject areas, and (4) use of volunteers

and tutors in the reading program.




S © @ in sessions conducted for my team or department:
oL L ' _YES - o . 21%

f e “NO | 55%
- ' . - - .NA (not app11cab1e) 127
. ’ oL NR (no tesponse) -12%

- _ Summary of : ' '
- T "~ Comments: Those faculty members of Right to Read
' ’ “schools that received training from their .
' school administrator iir sessions conducted

v , for their teams or departments, received
’ - .training in: (1) the characteristics i -
of effective reading instruction. (2) LT
change agéntry skills--getting along
‘with other faculty members, (3) sources

of ava11ab1e profess10na1 materials,

(4) the latest trends in reading, and

(5) conducting needs assessment of the
"school reading program.

v

\

@ in sessions conducted for my entire staff

YES S 30% | o
.NO 46% . S
NA (not applicable) 18% o )
. NR (no responSe) ' 6% I PR
T « Summary of |

Comments:  Those faculty members of Right to Read

- schools that received trdining from their

_ school administrator in sessions conducted

' : , for their entire staff réceived training ' -
in: (1) locating and nd producing new reading

T games and activities, (2) using new
materials and ideas, (3) using available
resourcés, services, voluateérs and

L - tutors, and (4) 1ncorporat1ng reading

- - into the curr1cu1um

.

(@) training from an outside cnnSultant:

: ~ rein 1nd1V1dua1 help sessions: - ' , | '-”“ .
’ ' : : YES. 30% :
R . No - . 46% | )
_ NA (not applicable) '18? - o t
« NR (nobresponse) f 6% ,
Summary of ' ' ;

Comments: Those faculty members of Right to Read
schools that received training from:
outside consultants in individual help '

“ : ' ' sessiots, received tra1n1ng in the

o . following:

- : , 1. choral reading

' " 2. wuse of pbetry o :
3. use of cooking in teach1ng reading ~
4. reading problems related to math

'EEBJ!;f | ]", o - 3 o ?5:3 I Pih o ~' T




o : ] B B

s T .o 5. use of new equipment . : - et

. o 6. setting up and folIUW1ng through a
L. ' .~ PRI program
(T = © 7. grouping students for ind1v1dual
. ,). ’ . - o ) néeds o
“ R « 8.aﬁgettiﬁg students. .o makequp the1r ” N
e ) own reading materials S ¢ .

o

: (7"
- _ _®in sessions conducted for my team or’ department' : S
- L . YES - 7 . 39% - »

, ~NO w0l 4% . . % -
S ~© 7 "FA (not appl1cable) 6% ; : S
.l “NR.'(no response) . 9% ' .
N Summaty of - ﬁ~ ’ g 9
L Comments: Those faculty members: of §1ght to Read ..
y ’ P schools that received training frof o , ‘
. .~ -~ . . . outsidé consultants in sessions for
L . their teams or departments, received
”:c' _ training in: (1) discipline techniques,
_ ) S ~: (2) learning centers, (3) creative P
. . s dramatics, (4) oral reading, language, '
T . l1stening, and communLcat1on skills and
s : 51(5) use of Hauper-Row and PRI.
- . - ®’in sessions conducted far my entire staff-'
: S - 33% - o _
| NO .o 49% . .
o6 "NA (not appl1cable) 6% - P
' ‘NR (no response) - 12% )
Summary of , . ' e - ' .

Comments: Those faculty members of Right to Read
R schools that received training from out-
side consultants in sessions for their
entire staff K received training in the
following areas: (1) discipline tech-
- niques, (2) creating games, (3) reading s -
in content areas, (4) dealing with
behavior problems, (5) oral language
activities (6) language experience,
and (7) psychol1nguistics

?

| | /'
@ as a faculty mémber «of a Right to Read school, I have made -

the following changes in my teaching practices and/or pro- i i
gram as a result of tra1ning rece1ved through Right to Read
efforts' o ’
Summary of - . ' eﬂ S o
. Comments: The faculty members of Right ta Read“' o
T .« schools have made the following changes . S -
) - : B in their teaching practices and/or
: L rogram as a result of the training A ‘
recefved through -Right to Read e‘iirts:. 4 *
/ 1. . - o o .
o . o ' . .

o - o . B4 o ) s
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R .v

1. they have\develcbed sequence charts:

- 2. théy hdave improved their use of readxng"

and learniug centers : T

3. ‘they have used humanistic appvonches
to teaching

. 4. "they have LndLVLdualxzeduxnstructlon'
5

they have made better use of equipment,:
materials. and actlvitxes - .

6. they have stressed - read1ng in content

areas -
7. they, gave more attention to developing
reading guides in subject area teaching
-they have ‘implemented USSR in schools
they have used readability formulas
they have determined needs and set up.
_ priorrties based on identified needs
11. they have made moke teacher-made materihls
- and used sgrplus materxals to a greater
" . .extent .

owm™

" 12. they have used motivational technxques'

and reinforcement actlvities during
instruction . e

13., they have made greater use of dlagnostic—
prescriptive techniques

- 14.° they have had students develop moré of

their own reading materials

a
o .

@ The followmg changes. have occurred in the school reading

_program as a result
workshops/traxnlng

Q)new program materlals-

of the Rxght to Read staff development

. YES 73%
o 8% R
: NR'(no response) 9% ' W ¥

<

C)reotganxzatlon of exxstlng program

YES _ @ . - 73%
'NO o : S 15%
NR (no resPOnse) ~ 12%
~-C)add1tiona1 readxng teachers

° YES ' ‘ 307&,
NO - C. 829 \
NR (no responSe) 18% .

' o 'Summary of - o ,
" Other changes that have occurred in.the

Comments:

school,.reading program as a result of

Right to Read staff development workshops/
* training have been:
1. teachers are writing ‘more of: their

' ~own teaching material to meet the
_ needs of their students
2. "aides and volunteers are being utx-_
lized 1n the readlug program

-
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.= have been:

- s . ‘ L. . ) '
. » ‘ 3. more inservice is being ooqdpcted

S 4. -morale has been boosted :
Co 5. parents are more 1nterested n the
. reading program : :
6. additional reading personnel has been
hirgd to coordinate and organize the
. S . -reading: programs and/or to Ser re as
o -7 resource persorihel

[

s+ 7. the exipting‘read1ng program hds been_

s ., reorganized :
' ' ' 8. the administration is more support1ve
. 9, the reading record keeping system for
o _ "~ ‘individual students has been improved
e o -10. new reading programs have been mmple-
- -mented . )

Q the degree of change: - R

: Great:15 ¢ 12 : 15 : 31 : 3 i -- 1|3
w1 2° 3. 4 5 % T
- 3 - )
-+ . . . NA (not applicable) 9% I L |
Ser . NR (no response) s 127. . . . .

..« Summary of
. Comments: In not1ng the degree of change in the
: .»-- . school reading program as a result of
o Right to Read staff developmeit, the
Lot T - faculty members of Right to Read schools
At noted that: (1) reading skills are being
!7 . . checked more accurately. apd frequently,’
T (2) records are being kept on the read1ng
achievement of students, (3) goals and
L objectlves of the reading program are
. being more clearly defined, (4) student
reading test scores are improying, and
. (5) students are more interested in
° . o reading.

‘ As the school faculty member, I beheve the most helpful
aspect(s) of the Right to. Read staff: development workshops

v

# O to me personally:

)

< B}

Summary of . o .
Comments: The school faculty members of Right to
‘ % .. Read:schools believed that, for them
' ' 'personallx the most helpful aspects
"have been the follow1ng°
1. - they have more knowledge of reading
materials and techniques
2.. they have a greater resource of ideas
to teach reading and to make reading
"more meaningful and ioteresting )
3. they have made greater use of study o
guides . (| :

.. s None

S8




. s

: 4. they have ‘more awareness of §kills needed
‘ . . . to read content area material v
c * . 5. they have a better understanding of the. -
-« I Lo . . _reading process
' - ' 6. they have gained confidernce in ability to
o - recognize potential reading problems and '
i A o St o _determining corrective’strategiesg
- , i o ‘ 7. they have a greater awareness of d1fferenceS<
’ . . in r¢ading abhility of students :
-~ 8. -they have a better understandlng of class-
’ room organization and management technlques

-4

¢
. i

13 to my team and/or départment'"

i Summary nf : - o )
. - - Comments:- The school faculty. members of Right to
' S Read schools believed that, for their
teams/departments, the most helpful . ° '+
aspects of the'Right to Read staff ! ’
development workshops have been the . ,
. ~ following:
‘1. they have a greater knowledge of
materials, resources, techniques/
o . » strategies, methods, "and activities
' . : - for teaching read1ng
' 2. there is more sharing of 1nformat10n
3. there are niore efficient means of

record keeplng and charting growth
in reading

S 4. they have a clearer understanding of
o S " reading process .
' 5. there is a greater empha31s én
individualization
6. -there is greater continulry in readlng
' program

o

O to my students: -
‘Summary of 7
Comments; The school faculty members of nght to
" Read schools -believed that, for their
. students, the most. helpful aspects of
¢ ' the Right to Read staff development work-‘
o ~ shops have been the following:
. 1. students are experlenclng less readlng
: : - - : ) frustration
T o * 2. learning has been made more 1nterest1ng
. ' . and exciting for students
: T 3.1 increased interest and awareness, by .
- ' the students, that they atre capable -
of achieving goals they have estab-

. Lo . lished for themselves N
R : . - v . &. students have more materlals avallable
ot ‘ © . to them
S ) - 5. students receive more 1nd1v1duallzed
: ' .

'lnsttuctlon

we BT

r <
s




6..vstudents'havefhigher self-concepts

- . and are more<Succegsful Wlth their
. work - el
7. students have meroved att1tudes
towards read1ng s .
" O. to the school staff . _ e T
Summary of

Comments: -The school faculty members of nght to : _
' . Read schools believed that, for their ! ' S
- school staffs, the most helpful adpects ' ' B
of the Right tg Read staff development

‘workshops. have been. the following: h T e
1. teachers are more conscientious of T
. . reading problems ' o U
'ﬁ.‘ 2, ‘there is a greater kncwledge and use EE
) ’ of reading activities, games, mater1a1s __—

- methods and current research findings
3. .there is increased awareness of’ available-
resources and-materials -
4. there is increased knowledge of the
reading process
5. there is greater emphasis. placed on
“the importance of ‘a good school-W1de .
reading program : l - V-
6. a "carry-over" effect from the reading
.program into all classrooms which has .
] , . improved students' work in all subject . .1
R e ' "areas ' - . o R ' e
” ", - 7. more information and guidelines on ' ' '
_ o read1ng are being received
° o — 8. staffs are working together as "anits"
' '~ to promote student interest in rEadlng

o
\

! . #

O.to the school adm1nlstrat10n- /,

. Summary of . ' ‘
- Comments: - The school faculty members of Right to . o »
Read schools believed that, for their » ' b >
school- administrators, the most helpful . '
aspects, of the Right to Read staff
" development 'workshops have been the
following:
‘v« 1. administrators have become more aware
-and invelved in reading problems and
preventive/corrective techniques
2. administrators have better knowledge
' , - of good,'school-w1de reading programs
i - .. 7 and the importance of good school- - o
o o ' wide.reading programs _ ‘ ' C
3. administrators are more aware of the
' needs in theéir school reading programs
4. administrators have provided materials
and equipment to meet the needs of the
read1ng programs

‘\\. -

- o T




&

e ' ’ o ’ 5. admlnlstrators have prov1ded more . '
: ‘ ' ' C . plannlng time and release time- for
v inservice tra1n1ng in 'reading
6. administrators are more aware of what

o. - teachers are doing in reading and how

s - they are doing these things . .

- 7. administratotrs have provided more
personal support and interest in the
school reading program ‘and have
'placed greater emphasls on-reading’

1

C)to the school dlstrlct'i

Ly ‘ : : Summary of <N
PR ' Comments: - The school faculty members of Right to
' . : - ' Read schools believed that, for their
school districts, the most helpful
-aspects of the Right to Read staff de-
velopment workshops have been: .(1) . .
all the teachers in the county have been '
. ~ "helped by the input of ideas and sug- :. z
. o . . gestions by, the district Right .to Read '
: T "contact person, :(2) the reading teachers
in the county are worklng more closely - R
together; (3) .there is more interest ‘ ‘ .
in reading programs;, and (4) Right to = . '
Read Coordinating Councils and Advisory . _
Councils have been established. ) -

T | . M " .

A%

,
'3 /

O to the contact person:
. Summary of
Comments: - The school faculty members of.nght to
: ' Read schools believed that, for their
. - . . school reading contact persons, the most
o ﬁ } : o . ° -helpful aspects ‘of the Right to Read " -
. ‘ ' ' staff development workshops have been
the following: : (
1. they are more aware of ideas, games,r
" activities, and techniques to use

to teach readlng <
~- = 2.  they are provided 1nservice workshops
' " for faculty onm informat ion related’
" to reading : w
el . 3.  thete is more contact with other reading
- o ' . teachers 'and projects ‘ ¢ o
> T 4. there is greater enthusiasm for the . B

@

reading program
5. they have improved organization of
'~ the reading program
6. they have gotten the parents more
* interested and rnvolved in the readlng
program _
7. they have shared and- prov1ded more
materials and have served as a resource
to faculty members S

El{llc“ o A' }59 o " © 57 .




8. theré is more cooperation and understanding,
. and excellent leadership, and assistance - ‘
o~ have been provided for the faculty .
@ As the school faculty member, I believe that the following
attitudes to change the reading program have occurred as a .
-result of the Right to Read staff develogment workshbps'

»

O in myself° -

More’ 87 . 8 -- More‘

" Positive + ~ Neutral - - Negal:ive,."
NA (riol:. applicable) 5. -
< NR (no response) - 0 . ’
, O in gh’e school staff:. - ’ : : - - 4 2
© ‘More 66~ 20 <= More: v
- Pogitive + = Neutral. - - Negative "'*
. ‘ ] ¢ . T : i
, NA (not applicable) p 9 ’
L : . NR (no response) 5
O in the students at my school' - : ' -
_ More 69 19 -"»-: More
- Positive +° , Neutral = - Negative -
! ) ’ " NA* (not applicable) = 9. -
: " NR (no response) 3
. O in the aechool,feading contact person: ‘ -
:» More - 81 19 -- More . ’
POSl.tl.Ve + Neutral - Negative
MA' (not applicable) .3 | ' .
" NR (no response) - : 9

Oin my 'school district: -

More - 38 . 17 --__More '

Positive + Neutral : - Negative
. »NA (not applicable) .18
NR' (no response) - - 27

I
QO1in the school admmistration- “

«“

More 63 - 13 -- More -

. Positive + Neutral = - Negative ) )
NA (not applicable) 9 . ’ _ - ' , .

- . MR (no response) . . 15




. As a .faculty member of a nght to Read school I recommend*
the follow1ng changes for the Flor1da Right to Read Effort
for the next year- - : v \ -

- {
C)opportunlties for staff members, other than\the school
-administrators/school reading contact person, to attend
the regular Right to Read:- staff development workshops
should be. prov1ded .

ki

YES 82% g
. NO : 3%
o NA (not app11cab1e) 6%

. NR (no.response)

%

C)addltlonal/greater amounts of - ass1stance and/or tralnlng

in areas of tieed should be prov1ded by the persons

attendlng ‘the sessions.

©

.;\YES ‘70%
" NO' . 6%
NA (not applicable) =~ 6% ‘ =

NR (no response) = 18%,(

Summary‘of;

. Comment:

-

The faculgyvmembersﬂbf Rightnto Read
schools made the following recommendations
for the Florida Right to Read Effort for

" tHe 1975-76"school year:

1., have Right to Read consultants come
to individual classrooms and help ~
organkze reading programs )

2. provide a newsletter 1nform1ng

teachers Of new ideas

"3.. provide workshops for beg1nn1ng

(first year) teachers

4. make faculties more aware of the
Florida Right to Read Effort--some .
faculties are not being ‘informed
that their schools are participating
in. the Right. to Réad Effort,

". 5. lend greater support and assistance

to individual schools

6. have school set aside regularly

' scheduled times so that the Right -
to Read contact person. can prov1de
inservice workshops

7.° make sure that the administration and

faculties fully understand the FloridaA

_Right to Read Effort by the end of
' pre-planning sessions
8. have separate workshops for e1ementary
and secondary level teachers
9. -increase staff involvement in the
Right to Read workshops

61
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(] As a’ faculty member, where do you feel: your school stands :
in reading for the school year 1975-76: : : b

C)'addlt;onal traiuning:

" Need - | : B .Do Not

. ; - More: 15. : 18 : 28 215 3 s 3 - 3 :Need - _
: ' 1 -2 3. 4 5 "6 7 Training
. o .. [ : . - ) . B N .“ N
NA (not applicable) 3%
NR (no response) h 127 - -
Summary of

- Comments: The faculty members of participating
' +  Right to Read schools believed that their
schools needed the following addltlonal
o training in reading:
how to identify potential reading s
s T ‘ 8 . problems in students = '
' 2. the benefits and posgsibilities of )
- the Florida Right to Read \Effort - i -
3. how to prepare every-teacher to i
teach reading at .all level and in *
all subject areas -
! 4. how. to.interpret and utillze 1nfor-
.mation from standardized tests .

e oo ' 5. ways-to insure an effective reading
' v ? .+ program )
L . 6. - ways to help calldren readlng below :
R their potential - ‘ - \

7.. continuous updating of materiéls,,
: programs, and techniques .to teach
reading A
8. how to diagnose and pteecribe to o R
"~ improve the readlng abillty of L '
students S

- . . u\ . . ] S \\@,1

. As a faculty ‘member of a nght to Read school I have madL:
the following changes in my professional practices as a .
result of the training recéived from the school reading

! contact : ] . a

" Summary of _ X - :
Comments: The faculty members of participating
‘ Right to Read schools have made the
- following changes in their professional .
practices as a result of the trainiag:
they have ‘received from their. school
+ reading contact personnel: ° . ' -
‘o 1. they have paid more attention to ' ’
’ o concepts and vocabulary being taught
= .24 they are teaching work-study skills _ »
‘ 3. they are giving more attention ti to I L
o : - reading readiness by previewing - ’ ‘
reading assignments

o
T
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)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

17..

-

q
.

they are. maklng greater .use of
study guides d
they are working with other staff

_members to create aud’ prov1de greater

" they have realized that children can

art1cu%atlon in the read1ng program _ «-
they have increased efforts to share
materials and ideas.

- they have individualized teaching

and made reading more interesting

. they have implemented a system for .
enabling students to be more successful

in their reading K
they have developed reading management

.g8ystems

they have utilized dlagnoatlc-
prescriptive .instruction

they have become more .flexible - in

grouping students - .

they have become fam111ar with.and
have utilized readability formulas
they have made the curriculum more

suitable to the ab111t1es of the B

Py

students : o

they have helped children to sSee that
reading. opens doorways to new worlds
(3
accompilsh more if teachers expect
more of them &
they have realized the. 1mportance of
help from volunteers =

they have made more frequent use. of
‘high motivation reading materlals

'D As a faculty member of a Right to Read school I have grown

professionally and increased my competencies in the following
areas as a~resu1t of our school's ifiyolvement in Right to Read:

¢

<

Sdmmary of

Comments:

The faculty members of. participating
Right to Read schools have grown pro-

 fessionally and have increased their

competencies in the following areas"

as a result of their schools'

involve-

ment in Right to Read:

1.
2.

- oral language development | .

"classroom organ1zat1on and manage-

ment®

behavior management
using. volunteers, aides,
fessionals, peer tutors
reading readiness '
approaches and techniques for reading -
instruction

dlagnostlc-prescrlptlve {nstruction

~parapro¥_

-

. 6el.




e - N © 8. learning centere/btatlons
' 9. developing a sequence of reading

- skills
. 10. materials and resources
‘ " 11. content area reading - _ -
_ . . . 12. wusing readability formulas .
€ * ' /. . 13., individualized instruction
' C '14. remediation o ' (

Su&mary of

Additional T

Comments: : The faculty members of participating

5 "‘Right to Read schools have made the -
' . follow;ng additional comments:

1. "Right to Read training insures each
* . 'faculty member thatshefshe will be
kept up to date with new and useful
Y . - " . ideas for conducting an- effect1ve'
T .. reading program." .
¢ . - + 2. "Although I'have always: been deeply
I concerned over the failure of "so many
. 'of our students' learning to read
well, believing as I do, that it is
, < vital that we become a nation of.
- - readers, my attendance’at the media-
" workshop did spark my enthusiasm for
. renewed efforts. My contacts with
) other media specialists gave me a
- . .- wealth of new ideas and methods. that
they were employing successfully. I
» “feel that it was time well spent."
S 3. "I think that the training from the
B school contact person has been very
~ valuable. She has shared information
and materials with the staff. after
attending: each workshop. Our school
administrator-has encouraged parti-
cipation in Right to Read and has
‘conductedose551ons aiding' the staff
in reorganﬁ21ng our reading program.'’
.- . 4. "“The program has been very good 5
v B in the fact that there has been much
oo : ; input into ‘the program to all the input
T s ; ‘ , and resource material has been relayed
A ' v R to all teachers., :
’ S 5. "Give us more in the Future."

6. "Our reading lab teacher hag served
as our ‘contact person in the Right -
- to Read reading program. Following
the workshops, she has returned to’
~ the school and carefully instructed
P and shared with the staff the "high-
ST . " lights", , SHe has been an inspiration
* to the entlre faculty. As a Reading
, . ‘Lab teacher, she does a gréat service
. L L for the students and faculty and is
: ’ greatly needed in this capacity. We
hope she can continue to counsel and
teach 'Johnny to read.'" -

2

-
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. 7. "I've found how necessary it is
to consider each child physically,
: . o as well as mentally, to get at - = .
s : the base of his reading difficulty.".
. . Fa ) :
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